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THIS is the second part of the Bench Mark Studies' of 
Socio-Economic Conditions of Drought Prone Areas of 
Uttar Pradesh and Rajasthan.. The study is based in pri- 
mary data collected from the ®ight@en villages belonging 
to Allahabad and Hami r pur Districts of the state of 
Uttar Pradesh*. The field surveys ware conducted in 
196 1-82 . Such undue long delay was due to a number of 
unavoidable reason® . 
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CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTION 

Before the start of Drought Prone Area Programme (DPAP ) , 
the Rural Works. Programme was launched in India during 19/0 “71 
with an objective to create rural employment through 
construction of productive assets like irrigation, 
afforestation and rural roads. The major operational areas of 
the programme in Uttar Pradesh consisted of. .Mirzapur , 
Allahabad , Varanasi , Banda, Jalaun and Hamirpur districts. But 
such employment-oriented programme could not yield fruits large 
enough to overcome the problems of development of drought-prone 
areas. Therefore, during the period of the Fifth Plan, there 
was a shift in approach to Integrated Area. Development with 
major emphasis on identification of core sectors, availability 
of resource potentials, "local needs and linkages between the 
core sectors for optimum use of the resources. Within this 
broad framework, a. comprehensive drought-prone areas programme 
was introduced in India during 1S74-75, The coverage of this 
programme in Uttar Pradesh confined to 40 blocks of the six 
chronically drought affected districts, i *.©«.* Mirzapur, 
Allahabad, Varanasi, Jalaun, Hamirpur and Banda. 


1.1 Contents of the Programme 

Since its inceptioriy the main objective of DPAP in the 
state was to bring about an improvement in the socio-economic 
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status of small and marginal farmers and landless labourers 
through securing the optimum utilisation of land, water, 
livestock and manpower resources, increasing income of the 
weaker sections and. by reducing severity of drought in the long 
run . ' The major thrust of the effort, was to restore a proper 
ecological balance in drought-prone areas through enforcement 
of the following key elements of the programme. 

{ i ) Development and management of water resources. 

(ii) Soil and moisture conservation measures. 

(iii) Afforestation with special emphasis on social and farm 
forestry. 

{j„v} Development of pasture lands and range* managements in 
conjunction with development of sheep husbandry. 

( v) Livestock and dairy development. 

(vi ) Restructuring of cropping pattern and changes in 
agronomic practices. 

(vii) Development of Subsidiary Occupations. 

1.2 Salient Features of Drought -Prone Area in U.P. 

Out. of the .six drought -prone districts of the state, 
Allahabad, Mirzapur and Varanasi belong to the Eastern region 
and Banda, Hsmirpur "and J&laun fall in the Bundolkhand region. 
In all>. 40 blocks and 6174 villages of all thc.sc districts were 
selected for implementation of the programme. Thus nearby 
fifty per cent of the total geographical area of these 
districts was covered under DPAP, But in absolute terms, the 
area under DPAP was larger in Eastern region than that in 
Bundolkhand. . 'Within the DPAP districts of Eastern region, this 
coverage was skewed with largar concentration of drought-prone 
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areas in Mirzapur, whereas its corresponding coverage is almost 
evenly distributed in the drought pi one districts of 
Bunds lkhand region. 

There was some reshuffle in the coverage of drought-prone 
districts in the state during the early eighties. Varanasi 
and Allahabad were excluded from the DPAP during 1 9.6.1 ~ 82 and 
1983:-b4 respectively. However, some blocks of ..Sitapur, 
Lakhimpur Khcri, Behraich, Gonda , Jhansi and Lalitpur were 
brought under implementation of the programme during 1983-64. 
Thus, at present DPAP is being carried out in 63 blocks of 10 
districts in the state. But the present study of socio- 
economic conditions of drought-prone areas is based on the 
geographical area of initial coverage only. 

Drought-prone areas are mainly located in southern part, 
of the state bordering with Madhya Pradesh except the eastern 
part of: Varanasi bordering with Bihar. The red sandy soils 
predominate in Jalaun, Banda and Harairpury whereas the red and 
yellow soils arc mostly found in Allahabad, Varanasi and 
Mirzapur districts. These soils generally contain potash and 
lime in sufficient quantity but lack in nitrogen, phosphor os 
and humus and are prone to soil eros ion . The area is 
character isod with large variations in temperature:. The 
rainfall is irregular and erratic in nature and not enough to 
sustain agriculture. The normal ^annhal rainfall in the whole 
of the drought -prone areas is recorded to be below 600 
millimetres excepting some portions of . Varanasi and Allahabad 
where sometimes it go ns slightly above the normal. A frequent 
occurrence of drought is usually experienced in all the 


drought-prone-- areas of the state. 

The drought-prone areas are sparsely populated. The 
density of population in these areas is found to be 161 
against all for whole of the state. The sex-ratio is 

calculated at 89 0 . The percentage of literal e in total 

. ■ • ; ; ■ .. / " - . : . ' ■ ' < ' . 

population increased by 4.85 per cent in these areas during 
IS 71- Cl as against the increase, by ,5.52 per cent in literate 
population of the non-drought prone districts. 

According -to l£bl Census, the proportion of workforce to 
the total population in drought-prone areas accounts for 4.1. 75 
per cent. However , the percentage of workers engaged in 
agriculture to total work force in the drought -prone areas 
works out to be as high as 86, witnessing agriculture as the 
main occupation of the people . 

Agriculture is the main stay of life in drought -prone 
rural areas. The agrarian structure of land tenure on which 
agriculture depends, has the preponderance of marginal and 
small holdings in the state . 

According' to Agriculture Census T9 77/ the percentage of 
land Holdings (no. } upto, two hectares to the total holdings in 
drought— prone districts is found to be comparatively ' lew owing 
to the availability of relatively- .larger sizes- .of holdings, 
fhg proportion of net area sown to the total geographical area 
in drought— pron-s districts is considerably low. The pressure 
of population on land as reflected, by the man-land ratio of 
l.ii is significantly high. The intensity of cropping is also 
extremely at low level. The yield per hactru of important 
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crops ' is found to ba considerably low because of the low 
adoption of improved agricultural practices in terms of low 
levels of consumption of fertilizers and . use of pesticides, 
besides inadequacy of irrigation facilities. Mo doubt? the 
irrigation coverage is low, but the drought-prone areas still 
have a sizeable potentialities of both surface and ground water 
resources- Altnough a considerable • increase ir? irrigation 
potential has taken place in drought prone areas during the 
previous . decade? the rate- of its utilisation has significantly 
gone down . ■ . . 

Besides, the infrastructural facilities primarily in terms 
of availability of power and roads are . also deficient in 
drought-prone areas. With the result, flow of agricultural 
commodities particularly farm inputs is quite low and adoption 
of improved agricultural practices is still' found to be at low 
pace. ' The areas arc poorly endowed with mineral resources and 
industrial productivity is extremely low . Thus, 
uhdordevelcpment resulting from low intensity of cropping, low 
productivity and inadequacy of infrastructural facilities is 
the major characteristic of the drought-prone areas.. 

1.3 Ncsd And Objective ■ ■ 

Realising the then on-going slow progress of drought prone 
araas, it was. felt at the national level that althougn 
development and management of irrigation sources was one of the 
measures to be given a duo consideration in tPAP, aspects of 
availability of ground and surface water resources and 
proper planning for making water available to the form ..re for 
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irrigation purposes could receive only partial treatment. » 
Hence „ there, was need for formulation of a. national plan to 
chalk out an appropriate' and suitable strategy for proper 
management of ground and surface water resources and their 
maximum possible exploitation in agriculture for rural 
development in space ns well as relating to the population 
living therein . Formulation of such strategy required, not only 
determination of investment size- and its allocation pattern but 
also identification of areas and population in order of 
priorities . This further required ascertaining future 
prospects of the people in the upliftment of their living 
conditions if facility of assured irrigation eculd be provided 
in drought-prone areas. 

On the request of the Central Water Commission (CWC), Now 
Delhi it was therefore deemed imperative to study the existing 
socio-economic- conditions of the people of different sections 
in drought-prone areas of Uttar Pradesh. It. was expected that 
this kind of study would provide not only baseline data arid, 
certain basic information for thepdrought-prohe areas but also ! 
a realistic basis for evaluating the impact of various 
programmes from time to time. Besides , the study would also 
provide an insight into the conditions of drought. -prone areas 
which would be useful while formulating development schemes . 
The main objective of the study is to examine the socio- 
economic conditions and characteristics of the rural people in 
the selected drought -pi- one districts of Uttar Frad-sh* such as 
Allahabad and Hamirpur . The major aspects cover ed rihithi 
study art as follows s«- ; a 



Sac i o -• e c a n a m i c 


( a ) So c i o - d e m o g r a p hie P e a t ures, 

( b ) Agrarian Structure and Basic Sources 

Dependence.. 

(c) Impact of Drought and .Availability of Drinking Mater. 

Cd) Income .Expenditure and Disabilities y : 

Briefly speaking, the study attempts to examine the 
question of dr.aught~pronene.ss'. and water as the basic source 
of rural life at the given socio-economic background . of the 
people in t h e d i s t r i c t s . 

1 .4 . Methodology 

'.f The .."two- DPAP districts -- Allahabad from East U.P. region 
and Ham ir pur "from Bundelknand region - were selected for 
detaiied'fieid investigations following the cri'teria of actual 
rain’fal and its coefficient of variation and percentage of net 
irrigated area to net area sown.. While selecting blocks and 
villages from the selected districts a single criterion of 
proportion bf ‘net irrigated area to net area sown was used. 
The three blocks were then selected from each district 

conforming to high, medium and low levels of irrigation and the 
same principle was applied in selecting three villages from 
each of the selected blocks. Further, a sample of 20 per cent 
households was drawn from each of the selected villages for the 
purposes of primary investigation. The total number of 
households in each 'village were classified according to the 
size of land holdings. Seven groups of land holding sizes were 
made and then selection of households was done from each group 
following the procedure of stratified random sampling. 


However, in case of the households numbering less than '100 in a 
village, a minimum of twenty households ware selected. The 
details of the coverage of the study are given below s-- 

Tabla 1 s Coverage of the Study 


81 . 
No . 

Drought Prone Units 

Universe 

Snmpl e 

Pare o nt a g e of 
3 to 2 

0 

1 

2 

. 3 

4 

1 . 

Districts 

6 

. 2 

3 3. 33 

2. 

SI ocks 

40 

6 

15.00 

^ a 

Villages 

6174 

IS • 

' 0.29 

4 o 

Households 

3236 

659 

20.3 7 


Source s Primary Investigation 


The study makes use of the data/ information collected from 
both the secondary -*s well as primary sources. Based , .on. .■■■the 
secondary . information, we have alrvadey finalised, profiles of 
the selected two DP&P districts of Uttar Pradesh. This volume 
of the Benan Mark ttudy aims .at, portraying the socio^oconcmic 
conditions of the. drought "prone districts - By and . largo , the. 
analysis is b as o c on the d. at a / i n f orm a t i on of primary 
investigations with : sample V : :househo Ids through structured 
questionnaire. 




CHAPTER II 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 
SAMPLE DISTRICTS 


The purpose of this chapter is . to present, some of the 
basic, socio-economic profiles of the sample drought, prone 
districts baaed on village data. There were nine villages 
selected from each of the sample districts for this purpose- 
The relevant data were collected on the basis of the structured 
village schedule in order to study some of the basic socio- 
economic characteristics of the sample districts. 


According to . 1581 Census, the villages selected for 
investigation in Allahabad and Hamirpur districts had 1003 and 
1950 households in total respectively. These households had a 
population of 5659 in Allahabad and 12, 726 in Hamirpur. The 
number of total workers were 2187 and 8624 in Allahabad and 
Hamirpur .respectively, -..in ■■ ttiii&:..#ay>^ 'Allahabad'- and- '.Hamirpur had 
about' 35 per cent, and 38 per cent of their.' respective total 
populations as workers (see Table 2.1). The occupational 
pattern of workforce in the villages of these two districts 
shows that most of them were agricultural workers i having some 
•ins igni f i.ca.tvt • .. prop or t ion of the : • wo ricers in tha hous eho 1 
industry an d s $ r vie e n . T h 6 a'c t ivi t y -w i s e. <3 i s tribution' 
workforce 4 


■n 
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livelihood or income or employment. .'people', in those two 
drought -prone districts . 

The average size of household had been 6 persons in 
Allahabad, 7 persons in Ha mi r pur and 6. 20 persons in both 
districts taken together. Tbs number of literates constituted 
26 per cent and 22 per cent of the total population in 
Allahabad and Hamirpur respectively. The sex-ratio had been 
833 in Allahabad and 671 in Hamirpur respectively. The 
Schedule Caste and Schedule Tribe population were IE. 20 per 
cent and 18. 37 per cent of the total- population in Allahabad 
and Hamirpur •• respectively . In this way, these demographic arid 
occupational characteristics of the sample villages present how 
the village economy of the districts in agficulfuially 
preponderant with demographic load on the households there. 


2,2- Pattern of Land Use 

The village data on the characteristic pattern of land use 
show that the percentage of net area sown in the total 
r eporting area was ' .relatively lower (4 7, 86 be r gent ) in 
Allahabad district there in Hamirpur, having 66.80 per cent. 
In this Way, the net sown area in both districts taken together 
constituted. 63. 53 per cent of. thei r total reporting area. The- 
lower proportion of. net, area sown in; Allahebad district was the* 
.result of a larger amount of unutilized, area in the form of 
culturable. waste and current fallow which constituted 30. 08 
per cant of its total, reporting area 'as against 18.26 par cent 
of the reporting area, in Hamirpur district and 20.23 per cant 
reporting area for both districts taker, together, Moreover the 


land not available for cultivation was also one of the factors 
to have lowered down the share of net; area sown in Allahabad 
district because its proportion was relatively larger (19.90 
per cent) in Allahabad district than that in Hamirpur district 
(7.53 per cent). The proportions' of total reporting area under 
forest and pasture and other grazing land were found to be in 
both districts. However, the intensity of cropping was 123 .42 
in Allahabad but it was 106,02 in Hamirpur. An overall picture 
shows low intensity of cropping in the drought -prone . districts, 
if compared with the state average of cropping intensity. In 
most cases, the village data on the pattern of land use do not 
present a significant level of variations if they are compared 
with the aggregative, data-^pertaining to these districts as a 
whole . , 

2 . 3' Land Ownership 

The skewed pattern of land distribution among rural 
households is a general feature- of the state agrarian economy. 
The drought-prone districts are not an exception to this fact 
as Table 2,3 shows. The households without owned area 
constituted 23 per cent of the total houspholds j.n Allahabad 
and 1C per cont of the total ■households in' Hamirpur . In this . 
way., the landless households constituted 19 per cent of the 
total households belonging to both districts taken, together . 
The households with holding size of upto 2,5 acres coinstituted 
4b per cent of the- total households in Allahabad but owned 20 
per cent, of the net cultivated area? while- thor .. with the same 
holding size constituting 1C per cent of the total holdings in 



Hamirpur owned only 2 per cent/ of;, the total cultivated area. 
The households with the holding size of upto 5 acres were 15.28 
per cent of the total households- in Allahabad but owned about 
20 per, cent of the total net. sown area. In Hamirpur, they 
constituted 2.2,14 per cent of the total households but owned 
only C. 21 par cent of the total net sown area. The households 
with the holding size of upto.10 acres owned about 21.24, per 
cent of the total area in Allahabad? while they constituted 
only about 9 per cent of the total area in the district . Those 
in Hamirpur were 20.45 per cent of the total households but 
owned about 28 per cent of the total sown area. The households 
in the hoidilng size-group of. 10 acres and . above constituted 
about 6 per cent of the total households in /Allahabad but owned 
39 per cent of the total area in the district. In Hamirpur , 
these housdiplda,, ware 2 2 per cent of its total ;housolac»lds: ';,but; 
owned a little more than 64 per' cent of the totailiiroahih^ithei. 
district. Xn bot]:i districts taken together* these households 
which constituted about 17 per- cent' of, .thoir total: hens eholds , 
owned a little more 60 per cent of their total area;. All this 
shows a highly -skewed- pattern of land ownership distribution 
in the drought-prone districts- of the state. ... 

2 . 4 Cropping Pattern and Culture 

-The drought-prone districts have their own agro-climatic. 
specificity which primarily conditions the pattern , of 
cultivation and crop culture in . thoir villages . The village 
•data as presented in Table 2.4* show that the cultivation of 
food crops and. mixed cropping arc the basic charset eristics of 



agriculture in the sample districts. Almost all cropped area 
was found to bo under cereals and pulses in both districts , 
having seme insignificant proportion of .area under sugarcane 
and edible oils there. The area under cereals dove-rod 83. 49 
per cent of the, total foodgrain cropped area in Allahabad and 
about B2 per cent of the total sown area under foodgrain in 
Hamirpur. Pulses like 'grain, masoor, Ar'har-, etc. ware cultivated 
in t h e r e s t of their respective total a r a a . T h & a r z a u n d e r 
mixed cropping which included a cultivation of some specific 
cereals with pulses, covered 20 per cant of the total area 
under foodgrains in Allahabad and 74 per cent of that total 
area in Hamirpur. It shows that Hamirpur, one of the most, dry 
areas, has the practice of mixed cropping on & largo scale in 
its village economy. I.- "-i-V,. : : eh 

The pattern of crop-wise cultivation shows that rice and 
wheat are the major food crops in All ah ab a d . They,: were ■ 

cultivated in 52 per cent of the total area under foodgrains in 
the district. ; In Hamirpur, these two crops were cultivated in 
about 9 per cent of its total area under foodgrains. The fact 


xs that paddy is not a major stable food crop but wheat which 


is also . cultivated as : a' part; of mixed crop culture 


As a 


result, the area under wheat;. alcna : occupies only 7.20 per cent 
of the total area under foodgrains in Hamirpur. The. main 
causes for different types of cropping pattern and crop culture . 
in the two districts arc their agro-climatic specificities and 
tne different - levels of irrigation development. In Allahabad 
district, with better irrigation coverage, the cultivation of 


such crops ixKe paddy and wheat wore popular 


1 -. .ol. •' r e 



indicates that the proportion of irrigated area under roost of 
the crops was much higher in Allahabad district than that in 
Hamirpur district. For instance, the irrigated part of the 
total foodgrains cultivated ares, was 36 per cent in .Allahabad 
district as against 14 per cent irrigated, area in Hamirpur 
district and 19 per cent in both districts combined. Similarly 
the irrigated part of most of the commercial crops was also 
found to be mors in Allahabad district. than in Hamirpur 
district. Moreover, the agro-climatic conditions, (inclusive 
of bio.“Chomical characteristies of soils} in Hamirpur area 
drastically:, differ "from'. tho$i/ in : Allahabad, ip. 

2.5 Drought And Crop Cultivation 

The occurrence of a drought in 1979 and its impact on crop 
cultivation was enquired in the sample villages of the 
: respective^ districts .^ liThus, an assessment • of' itho ■ impact. ... of 
drought on net area sown and the type of the crops affected 
were made, as, shov/n in .Table 2.5.. The table shows, that drought/ 
affected to the extent of 90 per cent of the net area sown in 
Hamirpur district in 1979. The drought also affected 73 per 
cent of the total not area sown in Allahabad district. On an 
average, b9 per cent of the net area sown was hit by the 1979 
drought, in both districts taken together. The severity of 
drought had been relatively low in Allahabad district as 
compared with Hamirpur district. This bad boon, due i o ~ cm e 
butter availability of irrigation facilities in Allahabad t b 




what was found in 


rpur. However, the crops were dr.ut.ee .• c. 


landing to fall in production in both the districts. 



i gat. ion development in drought prone districts is 


limited becau 


The limited role of i'rri 


the agriculture of the sample district; 


per cent in Hamirpur district &> 


With this given level of 


tion, tbs canal was the most important sou 


ion in both, the district 


However, While the tube wells 


were the next important 


n Hamirpur 


district, the pumps s-ts were the 


cond important source of 


irrigation in Allahabad district . The- area 


ponds and. reservoirs wa- 


in Allahabad in comparison with 1.50 per 


Hamirpur 


district and 1.94- pec cent in both district 


taken 


nowever 


fact. fa 


during the rainy 


production activities at the hou 


hold level 


xt xnction 


olonial rule which is still goinc 



n today ' s India , . d 


ultural 


or non- a 


rain power 


operated ghani or baby expellor 


arc found today « All this i 


In the .sample villages of Allahabad and. Hamirpur district 


certain industrial units like saw machine 


making,, basket-making, salicatc; making 


operation at the household. 


Table 2.7 shows that of 9 villag 


in Allahabad and Hamirpur each 


tv/o 


re. wer 


Hamirpur; district and four villages in Allahabad district 


without any industrial unit or activity 
belonging to these two districts we r 


having ■■ at least one 


industrial unit in operation at the hou 


hold 


mor 


as were- havxn 


industrial units 


'The Chandaut Deude. of Hamirpur had six atta chakki 


village, thcr 


:welve households which v.:;-r 


belonging to Rohari vill 


and its two households had th; 


Buzurg, Pahara and Banlpura belonging to Hamirpur 
had atta. chakki varying from 'one in Tikkxri Buzurg to 




5 in Pahars . Most of the atta chakkies were powe r -op e rate d 


most of them had basket -making 


wno s e 


member 


wer 


commission -agent. {intermediary ) of 


on wag 


Hence it was running on the basis of labour sub-contract in the 


■re also three sclicate making units at 


Lakhanpur Village in Allahabad district 


having 


belonging to Hamirpu: 


more industrial units than those belonging to Allahabad 


2.S Drinking Water 


One of the major difficulties that the village people face 
in drought-prone areas is the lack of or defficient supply of 


consumption 


The problem of drinking water becomes more a exit 


When the villages face the vaggaries of nature at the- time of 


drought 


In the villages, the people, by and large, depend on the 


traditional source of drinking water, i.e 


source of. drinking water : xsL/itsedf ^ t- subject. to the erratic 


monsoon and availability of groundwater potential 


'hiejs i 


generally -, .found.- in limi ted quantum §nd that too, ..quite o' 


into ground. River or stf eaiRcdpoh-d and tank are other 


of drinking water in the villages 



of drinking water as found in towns or cities 


that all the drought-pr on 


belonging to Allahabad and Hamirpur districts had the • wells as 


the major source of drinking water.; There were two villag 


also found to be the 


ornmunity tap: 


having tap 


in one 


iw houses wer 


.nd the other village had one or two community tap 


ana 


s common 


sources 


table also shows tank or pond and river as the oths: 


xsourc 


villages where hand pump was also found to be a source of 


drinking water 


that, the villages primarily depend on 


All this indicate 


natural and traditional sources of drinking water 


The accessibility of the village population to the socia 


infrastructural facilities within a roasonabl 


ampl e 


es were 


patial. ioqatioh'; c>f villages within a distant 


from.. ..kuchcha road was 56 per cent in Allahabad 


trict and 22 per cent in Hamirpur district as against 



cent in both combined. The 


completely lacking all the social infrastructural 


facilities? within the distance of 0-3 Kms 


•and cooperative credit socicti 


drought-prone- villages of U. P 


located within th 


.cce'ssablo distance- of 0 


various social amenities 


ixne table indicates , most of th- 


villages did not have 


required to bo for their proper development 


on aqr.i culture- which is th' 


moo 


and employment . Agriculture with skewed land distribution i 


primarily nature-bound 


absence of assured irrigation 


and appropriate techno logical development, th 


severity of drought adversely affect agriculture -*nd so t'-»« 
people in the villages- Non— -gricul turn! activities are 
neither developed rxor diversified. As .a result, tho .villager*: 


did not have sources to supplement their income at the time 


drought 


Drinking water is one of the basic needs for subsistence . 
• *> 

But. the villages mostly depend on the traditional and natural 
sources of water such as well, stream, tank etc. for domestic 
consumption. The rain-fed character of these sources of 
drinking water creates the problem of scarcity, specially 'at 
the time of drought resulting from scanty or negligible 
rainfall in. the villages . 

T h e v i 1 1 a g e s do not have e a s y a c c e ss to t.h e 
infrastructural facilities. Many of them are located for away 
from the means of transport and from the centres where other 
facilities' are available.. As a result, the people d a c e 
.hardships, in. 'different froms: and orders, 

All this shows how the rural people of the drought-prone 
areas are socially and economically positioned there and li^a 
on with hardships. 
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Table ~ 2.1 s S o c i o HD emo graphic Features of the 


Hami 


Combined 


1GG1! 


Total Population 


C.COC 


649? 


Female 


5 u r e s m . 
population 



i ■ ■■■ 


Port-ic 


Allahabad Hamirpur Coitbin id 


Total Rr, porting Area 


295.17 
( 10 0 . 00 ) 


Cultural ;?aste 


not available for culti 


1010 
(19. SO) 


1041 


v&tion 


Current Fallow 


1998 


own 


2430 
(47. L6 


Cropping Intensity 







Ta.bl e 


Figures in brackets refer, .to percentage of total 


Sia-s Group 

A1 lal 

iabu b 

Hamirpur 

Combined 

(Acre ) 

No - O f 
holdings 

Cult iva- 
: ted area 

No . or 
hold! ngs 

Cu Ttiva- 1 

tad area 

No. of 
holdings 

Cultiva- 
ted area 

Landless 

J 7 C, 

JJt A* ^ 

( 2 2 . V 2 } 


. 344 
(17. 59) 

— 

573 

(T9. 3 3 ) 


Upto - 1.00 

• 169 ' 

( 1 0. 7 ? ) 

104.48 
(3. 59) 

(4.75) 

41 . 03 

( 0 o £ & J 

262 

(8.84) 

’v : T4;6. 3!1': 

(0.7 8 ) 

1.00 2 . 50 

' 299 

( 2 9. 6 S } 

480.3b 
(IS. 52) 

■:.25C'" 

(13. 10} 

277.58 

(1.74) 

' 555 
(18.73) 

757. 96 
(4. 02) 

2.50 5.00 

154 

(1 5, 28) 

568. 46 
(19. 55). 

(22. 14) 

99 0. 79 
(8.21) 

507 

(19.60) 

1559, 25 
(8.26) 

5.00 - 10.00 

SO 

(6 .93) 

•017.51 

(21.24) 

‘ 400 

(20. 45) 

440 3.92 
(27.60) 

490 

(16. 53) 

5021.43 
(26. 62} 

10.00 » 20.00 

; 'SO'. -.■■ 

(4.96) 

65 € . vo 

( 22 . my 

2 94 

(15. 04) 

7917.78 
(49. 62) 

344 

(11. Cl) 

6574,44 

(45,45) 

20. 00. & Above 

2? 

(1.00) 

t480i47A ; ' V: v 

(16. 52) 

■A 1 36;'' 

(.6. 93} 

2325.15 
(14. £7) 

153 

( !> ? i 6 j 

280 5, 62 
,(14. 87) 

.Total 

1008 
(10 G. 00 ) 

2507. 96. \ 
(100.00) 

,155:6 15957.05 

(10.0.00) (100.00) 

2964 
(100. 00) 

18865. 01 
(10 0.00) 


i 
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Table - £.4 : Crops Cultivations in the Sample Districts 


(Acres) 


ALLAHABAD 


HMSIRPUR 


CHtiXNEB 


CROPS' 



Irrigated Area 

Total Irrigated Area 

Total 

Irrigated Area Total 

1 . Paddy 

338 (42.79) 

.790 (100.00) 


128 

338 (36.82) 

918 (100,00) 


(35.77) 

(29.71) 


(1.39) : 

(15.00) 

(7.75) 

E. Wheat 

493 (81.49) 

605 (100.00) 

606 (91.68) 661 (lOO.OO) 1099 (86.81) 

1266 (100,00). 


(52.17) 

(22.75) 

(46.33) 

(7.205 

(48.78) 

(10.695 

3, Jowar 

./ V"’ - 

30 (100.00) 

: •' 



30 i 100.00! 



(1.13) 




(O.SSl- 

4. Bajra 

1 (12.5! 

8: (100.00) 



1 (12.5) 

6 (100,00! 


(0.11) 

(0.30) 



(0.04) 

(0.07 .» 

3. Barley 

3 (23.085 

13 (100.00) 

30 (56.601 

53 (100.00) 

33 (50.00) 

66 ! 100, 00! 


(0.32) 

(0.49) 

(2.29) 

(0.58) 

(1.475 

(0.56! 

6. Mixed Cereals 

99 (13.29) 

745 (100.00) 

604 (8,6?) 6809 (100,00) 

703 (9,31 i 

( 100 *UO ) 


(10.48) 

(28.02! 

(46.18) 

(74.17) 

(31.20) 

(63.81) 

7. Other Cereals 

£ (6.90! 

29 (100.00) 

18 (28.57) 

63 (100,00) 

20 (21.74) 

92 (100.00) 


(0.21) 

(1.09) 

(1.38) 

(0.69) 

(0.895 

(0.78! 

8. Total Cereals 

936 (42.16) 

2220 (100.00) 

1256 (16.315 

7714 (100,00). 

2194 (22.09) 

9934 (100,00) 


(99.05) 

(83.49) 

(96.18) 

(84.03! 

(97.38! 

(83.91) 

V., Urd 

■ >•- V 

~~ 

18 (81.82) 

22 (100,00) 

18 (81,22) 

£'? (100.00) 




(1.38) , 

(0.24! 

(0.80/ 

(0,19) 

10, Hoang ; L 


— 


2 (100.00) 

— • 

2 (100.00) 





( 0 . 02 ) 


(0.02) 

11. Gram 

1 (0.30) 

334 (100.00) 

1.7 (1.45) 

1175 (100,00) 

18 (1.19) 

1509 (100.00) 


(0.10) 

(12.56) 

(1.29) 

(12.80) 

(O.SO) 

(12.74) 

12. Pea 

7 (10.77! 

65 (100.005 

1 (20.00) 

5 (100.00) 

8 (11,43) 

70 (100.00) 


(0.74) v 

(2.45) 

(0.085 

(0.03) 

(0.36) 

(0,59! 

13. Nasoor 


,19 (100,001 

14 (5.34) 

262 (-100.00) 

14 ,(4.98) 

281 (100.00) 



(0.71) ' 

(1.07) 

(2.86) 

(0.62) 

( 2 . 37 ) 

14. Arhar 

1 (50.00) 

2 (100.00) 


— 

1. (50,00) 

2 ( 100 . 00 ) 


(0.10) 

(0.08) 

' V ;' ’ :■ y 


!0,04) 1 

( 0 , 02 ! : 


Contd.. 



16. Total Pulses 


17. Total Food’ 
grains 


Pij* 

ALLAHABAD 

HAHIRPUR 

COMBINED 


Irrigated Area Total 

Irrigated Area 

Total Irrigated Area Total 



1. Last Drought Year 


1S7S 


1484 

( 100 . 00 ) 


14278 

( 100 . 00 ) 


15762 

( 100 . 00 ) 


Net. area sown affected 1085 
fcy drought (73.1 


12910 

(30.42) 


Paddy, wheat, Paddy, wheat 
Bajra,Jcwar, Bajra,Jowar 
Gratn,Arhar, Oram, ftrhar 
Urd, Sawan, Urd, Sawan 
and Til and Til 



of Irrigation 


Particular; 



; (67.42) 

(61.22) 

(63. 70) 

II. tRibawBll .. 

106' 

(9.57) 

602 

(36.20) 

708 

(25.55) 

III. Fiunipset. 

226 

(20.40) 

■l,18i , 

(1.08) 

244 

(S.81) 

IV. lirnit/Rand/Reservoir 

29 

(2.61) 

■ 25 
(1.50) 

54 

(1.94) 

V. ibtal 

1100 

(100.00) 

1663 

(100.00) 

2771 

(100.00) 
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Tsbaie.- 2.7 ; Ho. of Industrial Units 


Katte of Discription of Industrial Chits ; and 

Villages- ■ timber 



Allahaba d 

1. Sadawa Kurd Nil 

2. Gadara Bil 

' 3. Jagdishpur 1 Atta cihaK^ - one 

4. Raipur Easket-fnaScing - one household 

5. Qiaunpatpur Bid!" inching - 3 households 

6. fekfoanpur Sclicate-triaking ™ 3 

7. Jhajihara Pando •. Baiskct-maJcirig -• one Household 

S. Badri taluk , - Ml 

9. Dadri Naini Nil 


Hamrpur 

1. Qharkiant Deuda 

2. ffohari 

3. Tikicri Buzurg 

4. Basaria 

5. Bhamhaura 
6« Burgawon 

; 1. Pahara . 

B. 'Banipurh; 


Atta: chaikki -• 6, Ghani - 1, Saw mill ~ 2 
Ara ifechine ~ 2 , tesket-making - 12 

Hbuseholds 

fiasket^making - 3 Households 
Atta Ctefeki 1 

Atta chakldL 1, Baskfjt-jnaking - 2 
Households 

. Ml ' 

Atta, chsficki — 1„ Basket macing - 2 

Households, Saw 14-idhdne - 1 

Atta. dhak’ki. - 5 

Atta chaiteki - 2 


9. i^saiadaura 


Nil 



T'sblc - 2. 8 s Sources of Drinking Water 


Sburces of 
linking Water 

fib. of 
Villages in 
Allahabad 

Sources of 

Dr inking Water 

JHb. : q £; , 
Villages in 
Hamirpur 

1. River + Well + 


1 

1= River + well 

' 

Cornnunity Tap 





2. Weil + Band 



2. Canal. + Well 





+ Tank 


3, Well 



; ' ; 3.rWell::+-Band Pump " a 

4. Well +■ Domestic Tap 


4. Well only 

■■■■; 3 

5. Weil + Oomriunity T&p 




6. Well only 


o 

J 



•total 


9 


.9 ■ 
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Table. - 2,9 s Classification of the Villages of Sample Districts According ' to 
Their Distance from Various Social infrastructural Facilities 


Allahabad 



% 

Facilities 

■*"’ (PT 

Distance in 

‘(‘Vi 

Kms . 

. 6-9 

9 + 

Total 

•Villages 

1, 

Pacca Road 

• •' 

i 

4 


9 




(33.33) (11,11) 

(44.45? 

(11.115 

(100,00) 

2, 

Kuchtha Road 

'■■■" ; s ;2: /' 

- tv" ; H 

V. : 4Xt 

: vV'"/;1;'i 




(22,22) 

,(33.34) (EE , m 

(11,11) 

(11,11) 

(100,00) 

3. 

Distance of nearest 

1 

tit 4tt')t Vt; 

■ til'". ' 


9 


primary school 

(11,11) 

(5546) (11.11) 

(11.11) 

(11.11) 

(100.00) 

4. 

Distance of nearest 

- '• 

5 3 

.■ .1 ■■■ 


,, 


Junior High School 


(5546) (33.33) 

(11,11) 


(100,00) 

5. 

Distance of nearest 

- 

■'.'3":.' ■■ ;■ 3 ; t- 

/>. 1 

' '.’:E ■ 

; 9 


Higher Secondary School 


(33.34) (33.33) 

'11.11! 

(22.22). 

(100.00) 

6, 

Primary Health Centre 

- 

: ''2' . ■'■VT.-' 

ii 

3 

.t'vi'?:' 




(EE. EE) (EE. EE! 

(EH.ES! 

(33.34) 

(10(540! 

7. 

Family Welfare Centre 

■■■'- 

4' ?. 

- 

:; ; : :; 3'" 

, 9 




(44.445 (EE, EE) 


(33,34) 

(100.00) 

8. 

Allopathic/Other Hospital 

" 


1 

- a 

9 




(33,34) (EE, EE! 

(11.11) 

(33.33) 

(100.00) 

9. 

Veterinary: Hospital/ . 

- 

4 3 

'v'iJt: 

; ij 

9 


Dispensary 


(44.44! (33,34) 

(11,11) 

(11,11) 

(100,00) 

id, 

Nearest Post Office y ■ > •);.' 

■:f' t'llt' , 


E 

- 

9 



(11,11) 

(5546) iiuM) 

(EE, EE) 


(■100.00) 

ii. 

Telegraph Office 

■. ‘V': 

: t ,;: : 4 1-: ; i" ; 

. 3 

E 

9 




(33.34) (11,11! 

(33.33) 

(EE. EE) 

(100.00! 

IE, 

Seed Store ; 

- 

2 4 

'l ' 

E 

' 9 




(EE, EE) (44.45) 

(11,11) 

(22.22) 

(100,00) 

13. 

Fertiliser store 

■■■ ' ■ 

3 3 

1 

E 

. 9 




(33.34) (33=335 

(11.11! 

CHE, EE) 

(100,00! 

14, 

Bus Stand 

1 

4 1 

2 

■ 1 

9 



(11.11) 

(44.45) '('11. 11! 

(EE, EE) 

(11,11) 

(100,00) 

15, 

Railway Station 

- 

1 1 

E 

■ 5 

' ' 4 : 




(11,11! (11.11) 

(22,22) 

(55,56) 

(100,00! 

16. 

Bank 

- 

.1 1 

2 

5 

9 




(11,11) (11.11) 

(EE, EE) 

(5546! 

(100,00) 

17, 

Fair Price Shops . 


) 2'. :t' : "'3'. 

. E 

2 

'i;. 




(22.2,2) (33,34) 

(E2.EE) 

(EE. 225 

(100,00) 

13, 

Co-one rat ive Societi es ; . 


1 2 

4 

t 2 

9 




(11.11) (EE. EE' 

(44.45) 

(22, EE) 

(100.00) 


Canid,,. 



Distance in Km: 


Total 

Villages 


Distance of nearest 
primary school 
Distance of nearest 
Junior High School 
Distance of nearest 
Higher Secondary School 
Primary Health Centre 


Family Welfare Centre 


8, Aiiapathic/Other Hospital 


V. Veterinary Hospital/ 
Dispensary 

10. Hearest Post Office 


11, Telegraph Office 


13. Fertiliser store 


15. Railway Station 


18, Co-operative Societies 



(Table 2.9 Contd 


Combined 


Distance in Has 


facilities 


2. Kuchcha Soad 


Distance of nearest 
primary school 
Distance of nearest 
Junior High School 
Distance of nearest 
Higher Secondary School 
Pnmary Health Centre 


7, Family Welfare Centre 


8. Allopathic/Other Hospital 


V. Veterinary Hospital/ 
Dispensary 

10, Nearest Post Office 


11, Telegraph Office 


18, Co-operative Societies 


N.B, ! The figures in brackets refer to percentage of total 


CHAPTER III 


DEMOGRAPHIC AND OCCUPATIONAL STRUCTURE 
OF SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS 

The factors determining the capacity of an area for sox i a- 
e.conorrii c development consist of availability of raw materials, 
capital, power, market, machinery and equipment, 

'ent r epraneur is. I afoi 1 i ty and ' te'chni cal and ski 1 led man ©owe r .. 
T h e s e d e t « r m i n a n t s c o u 1 d b r a a d 1 y b e g r o u p e d i n t o t h r e e ■ h e a d s * 
human, physical and financial^ Of these three key factors , the 
human resource is. considered to foe the most c rue ial . be cause of 
its being primary ingredient of the soil and atmosphere in 
wK.i''chv\f"d : e.v.-e : i;b'pmfl.nt'-' has to . f lor ish or languish . Despite the 
availability of ' inexhaustible natural resources, the area 
cannot make rapid strides towards social and economic 
advancement unless there is human resources to mobilise, 
organise and harness these resources for production of goods 
and 'ser vi ces « : It is in this - background that both the 
quantitative and qualitative aspects of the population of the 
sample households in terms ef-sex~ra..t'id> age™g roups, literacy, 
labour force, workforce , aCti vity status, occupational 
structure, employment pattern and migration are analysed in 

this chapter. While presenting the findings, the district-wise 
households, as ultimate unit of investigation, are pooled 
together to arrive at situation' emerging at the level of sample 
districts of Allahabad and Ham ir pur. 
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3 . 1 Household population and sex-ratio 


t ho us 


rid '397 from Ham i r pur district constituted thi 


the sample • from these .'two drought prone districts:.' of Uttar 
Pradesh. Thus the sample size covered the total population of 
4,005 which included 1,453 persons from Allahabad district and 


47 .persons from Hamirpur district 


average 


t o t a 1 I "i a u. s' e h o 1 d s in b o t h d i s tric.ts t a k e n t o g e t h e r 


we r e 


79 persons in Allahabad district 


an c 


6;. 42 : pe r s on s i n Ham i r pur d i s t r i c t 


(870) in 


was comparatively h i g h e r 


thousand, of males 


Allahabad district as against Hamirpur distri ct (810) - Table 
3;1 shows that the sex-rratio was 830. in both districts taken 


structure of population as p*re 


hows that the family members of s 


t ituted. 


cent of the total population in 


•,e total population in Hamirpur di 


c e n t a t . t h e co m b i n e d 


eve 


The proportion of working population, ( i e . , in the age group 
of 15 years to 59 years) was 47,83 per cent in hamirpur 
district as against 45.20 par cent in Allahabad district and 
46.87 per cent at the combined level. The percentage- of old 
age and physically retired persons in total population, i.e. , 




the population with the age of 59 years ..and above was also 
found to be slightly higher in' Ham i r pur district as against the 
Allahabad district and that of the total sample., 


3.3 Literacy and Education 

The proportion of illiterates in the total population .was 

68, .24 per cent in Allahabad district, 67..06 per cent in 

i-larn i r p u r d ;l. s t r i c t an d 67 „ 4 9 p e r c e n t i n b b t h ' d :i. s t r i c t s 

combined. Thus", the literacy level was slightly lower <31 ,,76 

per cent) in- Allahabad district than in Ham ir pur district with 

33 . 94 per . c ent .. Tab 1 e 3.3 in di pat e si that t he .edu cat i ona 1 level 

of literate po pm I at. ion., indicate a divergent. pattern 'in 

Allahabad district, from that: of Hand r pur district,, The 

proportion of the literates, and educated upto primary ; level 

( i . e « upto the 9th standard.)' was found to be S3 » S3 per cent in 

Hamirpur district than in Allahabad district with 19.41 per 

cent and 33.33 ^er cent in both districts taken together . On 

the other hand the percentage pf/population with education of 

Class : V to VX1 was higher in Allahabad district having :8 „ 85 

per cent as against 7. 43f in "Hamirpur district and 7194 per cent) 
in both districts combined . /Moreove r, the percentage of 
graduates and post-graduates and technical'/ professional was. 

also higher: in ftl lahabad dist ri ct having 3.50 per" cent as 

against 1.69 per cent in Hamirpur and £.34 per cent in . both. 

districts taken together,, " thus , the distribution pattern of 

population .according to different levels of education . shows 

that the level of literacy <i,e« up'to priimary education ) •*■!•> 

"iigher in Hamirpur than that in Allahabad? .while the propoc-tion 



of population with higher level of education wa 


4 ftctiv 


ample households had. a population of ''1458 per 


persons in Hamirpur district and thu. 


Allahabad di 


i n b o t h d i s t r lets t ax k e n 


that 44 „ 8 


p e r c e n t o f i 4 5 8 p ers o n s 


c e n t of 4005 con s t i t u t e d 1 a b o u r f o r c e 


Haiti i r pur and in both combined respectively 


A1 1 aha bad 


pe ctive figures also i n c l ude; the ipr opo rt ions of unemployed 


to the total population in these two districts., The percentage 
of unemployed population was 3 .'OS per cent . in Allahabad 


tri ct and E.2D per cent in Hamirpur district « All thi 


indicates that the nan-working population constituted 35 per 


cent of the total population belonging to these two districts,, 
The child population accounted for less than 28 per cent <i»e» 
about one .third) of the total population in each of the 
districts or in both districts combined. 


3 .. 5 Occupational Characteristics 

A majority of the workers were engaged in agriculture 


either as their main or secondary occupation. Tab! 


cent of the total workers in 


mo r e 


iistri ct were privnar ily; engaged in farming 


A1 1 aha bad 


Agricultural, labourers? while xn Hamirpur 


r cent of the total workers, were repor tad. to, have 


about , 83 


been employed in agriculture^ The non-agr 1 cui lurai. wor k**r s 
constituted about 18 aer cent of the total workers xn A1 ithabad 





district and. 7.46 per cent of the total workers in Hamirpur 
d i s t r i c t . T h e r e s t a f t h e w (3 r k e r s w ere e m p 1 o y e d i n 
construction, business and tertiary activities. The proportion 
of the total workers engaged in other than agriculture in 
Allahabad district is higher than that obtained. in Hamirpur 
because of the approx imi'ty of the Allahabad villages to Main! 
industrial estate and Allahabad city which offered more 
ac cess i fox 1 i ty to the hon~agricUltliral activities there. All 
the sample villages of Allahabad district belong to the other 
side of the Yemuria river "stret ched over to the border of and 
joining Mi rsapur district. However lit is to be noted that, many 
of the cul t ivato rs also worked as agr i cul tura'l la bo ur & rs': as ■. the: 
secondary occupation. But it /was very difficult to identify 
them having engaged in agriculture as the secondary source of 
o c cupat i on . 



There were 381 and 889 agricultural workers ( i „ e « 
c u 1 1 i v a t o r s p 1 u s a g r i c u 1 1 y r a 1 1 a b o u r ers ) i n A 1 1 a h a b a d a n d 
Hamirpur districts respectively.. In ally the total number of 
agr i cultural workers/, were 1270 fin both districts taken 
together. There .were 2E9 and T83 Workers employed in other 
than agr i culture in Allahabad: and-. Hamirpur districts 

respectively .. Thus the proportions of the total workers 
engaged in agriculture were 6E.46 per cent in Allahabad, 82.93 
per. cent i.n Hamirpur and 75.50 in both districts taken 
together. : The rest of the total Workers, as mentioned above,.- 
were employed in the activities, other than agri cul lure. 




i h e d i s t r i b u. t i o n o f w o r k e r s a c c o r d i n g t p d i f f e r e n t g r o u. p s 
of employment in terms of days as presented in Table 3.6 .shows 
lha\l about 40 per cent and 33 per cent of total agri cultural 
workers in Allahabad and Hamir pur districts respectively were 
employed in agriculture .for less . than 50 days to 100 mandaj 
per year in these two districts. ' If the proportion of totk 
agricultural workers employed in agriculture belonging to tf 
first three groups is taken Into account, it amounted to be > 
per cent in Allahabad distsrict and 71 per cent in Hamir pu r 
district. In otherwords, the rest of the workers getting 
employment for more than ISO days per year const i;tuted 44 cpe 
cent in Allahabad district and £9 per cent in Hamir pur 
district. In •.fact, 23 workers out of 38 total .agricultural 
workers in Allahabad < i . e . about 7 pe*r cent) arid 29 workers out 
of 889 total workers in Hamir pur (i.e. 3.S per cent) go 

employment in agriculture for more than HSQ days in these' tw 
districts. The employment pattern of the agrj cultural' worker 
ihdi' cates that .a .majority of; them were riot fully employed i 
agriculture, despite having the characteristic of ful 
dependence on agriculture for their employment in term’s o 
labour time »• V. \ d- 1; 

The holding-wise distribution of ag r i cultural workers an 
their employment, as Shown in Table 3. 6, indi caters that out o 
90 workers in the landless category belonging to AJ. lahafoad , 2 

workers ( i.e. 30' per cent) got employment varying from less tha 
50 days to 100 days in agriculture? while in Hamirpur . about 
30 per cxent of the total agricultural workers in tho J undies* 






- 


cstc^ory we r e engaged for less than iOO days t i • e 


than 50 


n -agriculture. In other words, a larger number 


:> 1 o y its a n t i n ; a g r i c u. 1 1 u r e 


more 


o Allahabad than what was found in Ham ir pur 


>0 per c e n t a f t h e t o t a 1 a g r i c u 1 1 u r a 1 w o r k e r s j. n t h e 


were an gauged i n 


t h an * 1 0 0 d a v 


in year in both of the di 


the rests of these worker- 


had employment wore than 


means 


■in year, sk 


belonging to . each of the district who where 


one 


employed for more than 250 days in year. So far the workers in 


the category of holding ^size of £ 


5. to 5.0 acres are concerned 


ame table indicates that nearly half of the total workers 


belonging to the same category got employment for upto 


p a r y e a r i n a g r i c u 1 1 u i- e i n b a t h o f t, h e d i s t r i c t s . A b o u t 3 3 p e r 


ie total agricultural workers in the category of 


to . A 1 .1. a I "! a h 1 a d 


and above 


district were reported to have been employed in agriculture for 


than 100 days pe r year ? but in Hami t pur di- 


ce n t o f t h e t o t a l a g r i o u 1 1 u r a 1 w o r k e r s b e 1 o n g i n g to the s a rn e 


category worked for 


also evident from the same table th 


ourt-h of 


o t a 1 wo r k e r s :i n 


art a 


p e r y ear i n a g r i c u 1 1 u r e 


Firstly , a majority of the agriuul wn -ti 


n both districts were employed in -agri culture not more 
days in a year ? arid secondly, the agricultural 


wo rker 



workers got more days of employment in Allahabad than in 


Harnirpur district, if such figures are compared between them at 


the " inter-holding si z e-- lev el „ The. second one becomes 


when the employment level of the .agricultural worker 


inter holding size level is taken into consideration 


Table 


t h a t t h e a v e r a g e e m p 1 o y m e n t o f a g r i c ti 1 1 u. r a 1 w a r k e r s 


was 


higher than the same of the workers in Harnirpur district 


average number of days put in by the agricultural workers wa 


1 39 „ 28 in Allahabad district? while it was -125.78 in 


T h i s i m p 1 i e s t h at o n a n a v e r a g e 


re agri cul tural 


workers got employment for a little more than 139 d 


A 1 1 a h a b a d d i s t r i c t a rt d a b o u t 


i n Ham i r p u r d i a t r i. c t „ In 


f o r in o r e t h a n h a 1 f o f 


m year. 


remained without work. in agriculture in the drought prone 


The number of workers engaged in the act iv 1 t i es • other than 


agriculture were 229 in Allahabad district. 183 in Harnirpur 


lions of 


c o m e a 


among; those, employed, in the 


However 


than agriculture 122 workers in Ail \hab.ui 

'■ . '■ '.•:••• : 1 ■. • • ' [ , ■ • - . • - I : ■ * 

.5 in total sample got employment far / more 







t a t a 1 


1" h e p r o p o r t ions o f t h e s © w o r k e p 


than 200 day 


workers corns out to be 33 per cent 


an a 


in these two districts and combining both respectively 


A majority of those who were employed for longer day 


w e r e 


small si-ze 6+' land holding 


general ly 


works rs owning 


H o w e v e r 


t i on o 


r e 1 a t i v e 1 y h :i. g h. <8 0 p e r c ert t ) 1 n 


s ma 1 1 1 a n cl h o 1 d i h g 


having 63 per cent in Mamirpur district and 76 


Allahabad. 


Bi rri i 1 a r 1 v ? m ost o f 


the workers employed for less than 200 days also 
the Smaller holdings in each of the districts 


o r in both 


combined. VyryV:-. 

fit s a r e s u 1 1 o f h i g h e r p r o p o r t i o n of wo r k e r s e m p 1 o y e d f o r 
longer days in Ham ir pur district in comparison with the 
Allahabad district, the average employment per worker had also 


in Hand r pur di stri ct and EH0.Q3 day 


been 226.74 


s in both combined 


ft 1 1 a h a b a d d £ s t r i c t and 223 


3.8 Employment in All Activities ^.;--;:-,,;. 

A total number of 610 workers- in Allahabad di 


'1072 


i n Ham i r pu r d x 


wo r k e r 


)le : were em 


g o t em ployment 


these workers 


bertween 150-200 days in Allahabad district where as 337 workers 


cen-ti" got engagement in all activities for 
The workers employed for more than 200 days 


were 340 in Allahabad district <36 per ten 


t r x ct) , 398 in Hamxrpur 


of Allahabad di 


total worker 
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<38 per cent) an* 738 in the lota! < The 
considering the employment days of all sample workers in ’ al 
activities, it appeared that higher proportion of total, worker 
m Allahabad district got employment for longer days a- 
against the proportion of the total workers in Hamirpu. 
disk! and ln both combined, A majority of the workers uhc 

were employed either for more than 200 days or less than 20C 

days m all activities or less than 200 days in all activities 

owned smaller land holding, in AHahabad district as well a, in 
Hamirpur or in both taken together. .The average employment per 

worker al 1 ac 1 1 v i t i.s had al so been higher in AHahabad 

district <182.15 days) than' in Hamirpur district having 175,76 
days of employment per worker. All this shows that on an 
average, the workers in both districts were engaged in 

different activities for more than half of the year. ' / 


ion 


si's migrating temporarily for seeking employment 
•(•age households constituted 9.18 per cent of the 
in Allahabad district; 2.06. per cent in 


cent at the combined 


ion genet 


s riva l 1 e r 1 an d h o 1 d i 


ha d o Min a d la n d 


mporarv mig rant 


Allahabad di 


per cent in Ham.ir 


migration within, the 



i@5 wi 


d w e d 


boundaries was generally confine;! to its rural part in general, 
However? , the migration to the rural areas of the state wa 
found to be comparatively higher i-.e. 71,, 43 per cent of total 
migrants < in Allahabad district as. against 36., 36 per cent ir 
Harni r pur district and 6"1„54 per cent in the total sample,, Bud 
a trend might be on account of the fact that agricultural 
economy of Allahabad was relatively more developed .and 
diversified than that Ham ir pur district. Hence rural to rural 
migration of the short duration 1 type and that two within the 
state was much more prevalent in Allahabad than in Harni. r pur 
district. That is why the proportion of total temporary 
: ini grants to , the urban areas’, of the: state arid the ur ban ■ ar eas, 
belonging to outside the state was as high as 63„64 per cent ift 
Ham ir pur district as again 00 per cent in AT la ha ban 

district,, 

The activities in which these migrants -were- engaged 


included the jobs of agricultural labour, norv-agriciultural 
1 a b o u r , c o n s t r u c t i o n a n d o t h e r s i n f o r rna 1 a t i v :i. t; i e s 1 :i k e 
vendor imj and tea? pan stalls -etc. A larger number of migrants 
were engaged, as rrdn-agr i cultural labour fallowed by- the other 
act i v i t i es and ag r i cui tural labour in t he so two dr ought -pr one 
districts as Table 3, .10 shows » However the employment pattern 
of these migrants in Allahabad .district was different from that 

of Harni. r pur:, district . . The largest number of migrants belonging 
A1 lahab.ad district were employed as non-agri cultural labour 

e m p 1 o y m e n t i n o t h e r a c: t i v :i. t i e s art d 
other . hand, the largest number > of 
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1 a b o u. r (■' o 1 1 a w e d 


n o n 


labour and the 


x o n w o r k i ri 


"’* f WOr ^" serous different . activities 

deter^nec theaverage earning, per worker. . „ : observed 

tho wages of agricultural .labour were generally lower 
against of the non-agri cultural labour and the income 

• c 1 1 v 1 1 1 Since a substantial number of temporary 
migrants of Hamirpur district were engaged as agriculture, 

. labour, therefore, the average annual earnings per worker were 
Ks. 1794.53 in Hamirpur district as against «s. 3137 . 86 p . r 

worker in Allahabad district whore more than half of the total 
migrants were engaged as non-agricultural 

earnings per worker increased with the increase in land size 
with the exception in the land sice of 5.00 to 7.30 acres in 
which , average earnings per worker declined. Such a trend 
indicated that average earnings per worker in each land 
depended on the dispersal of migrants in different activities. 

1 ri © B. C h 0 f 1 1'1 <? s © y fa n 1 ,ti n , j .. z ... 

j - aml al£e 9 rou P*' -there was dispersal of 

ni i g r a n t s a c r o s s t h p a r t i v -i t i a + 

tle "“ 0n the contrary the migrants 

of land size of 5.00 to 7 -> r ... 

. - • 0 we re engaged only as non- 

agr i culture 1 Xabour in both districts taken separately oh i* 
combined. .Therefore the average earnings per worker declined 
1-iid ..,.n.c.e group. On th© who).© the rural ■ apbpc « 


' 1 L •' P r 0 v i d © a. m u. c h m o r ere rn u n ar a tive 
mporary m:i. granted thari those of Harnirour di< 


employment 



The permanent migrating workers -from drought~-pr on e 


U.P. were found to be iO 


w.o r k e r s i n A 1 1 a h a taa c 


96 per cent in general 


a n o. 


permanent mi grants 


Kami r pur district were owning land, sire of 7.50 acres and f 


a. b o v e A as Ta h 1 e 3 .11 i n d i. c a t e s 


migrants of CA1 lahabad district ; had lowe 


land holding 


t h an 


the educational level 


t h e-ir c 6 u n t e r p a r t s i n Ham i r p u r dis t r i c t 


of permanent ' migrants 


t hat ' 56 . 72. 


cent of total 


were educated up to high school standard in : total 


sample 


But more than half t , e 


cen t of the 


permanent migrants belonging to Allahabad di 


and above 


wh i 1 e 64 .. 38 be r 


belonging to Kami r pur- district were educated below the high 


& v e 1 


iis.tr i cts of ■'■.Uttar 


workers 


Pradesh mostly 'migrated permanently to the urban areas of 


About 


total permanent migrants went for employment to the urban areas! 


I n ft 1 1 a h a fa ad di s t r i c t , 6 7 „ 2 "1 per ce n t -of 


t h a t o t a 1 m i g rants were e n g a g e d i n v a r 1 o u 


n urban areas 


wh i 1 e 7E « 60 per ' cent of to ta 1 m i g r an 


district migrated to urban areas; belonging outside 
Among those migrating to the urban areas of the- st 
SS .,93 per cent in A 1 lahabad di st r i ct: had smaller 












:i.n -the monthly income- range of . Rs .450-600. The number at 
migrants in the income range of Rs.600 and above were 11 in 
Allahabad district, 12 in Hamirpur district, as Table 3 „ 14 
shows. However the percentage of ' such migrants in the total 
was higher. <18-03 per; cent) in Allahabad district than in 
Hamirpur di.tr i ct < 16.44 per cent). Similarly the number of 

migrants in the income group of -Rs,.300 400 were 13 in each 

district but their percentage in total migrants was 

comparatively higher (21.31 per cent) in Allahabad district, 
than in Hamirpur district (17,84 per cent ). Moreover, none of 
the migrants from Allahabad had monthly income of less than 
300 ? while 2.74 per cent, of migrants from Hamirpur district 
were m this income range., Thus the monthly- income for migrant 
was relatively higher in Allahabad than, that in Hamirpur 
district, .The land size -wise income range .of. 'migrants 
indicated once again that the migrants of Allahabad district 1 in 
high income groups were the owner of small land holdings 
whereas the • reverse case was in resoect of *. 


Hamirpur district 


.ugf-ier monthly ..income of migrants from Allahabad 
also enabled them to send higher remittances to their 
family members. TThe . aver a q e year lv rsmi V 


amounted' to be R 


si as 


longing to Hamir 


i e m i g r an t s be 1 o n a 






f o un d 


m each land hold 


n H am i r p u r d i s t r i c t 


all this shows :t 


t h a. t p & r m a n & n t 


s o u r c e s 


income 


'lousiha 1 ds 


p r a n e 


3 » “1 1 Summar 


; The demographic characteristics of the sample households 
show that not more than 42 per cent of the total population 
were workers and 68 per cent of the total, population were 
illiterates in the dr ought -prone district,, About 83 per cent 
°f the total workers in Hamirpur district were engaged in 
agriculture and a little more than 62 per cent of the total 
workers in Allahabad district were employed in agriculture. 
The rest of them were ' engaged '.ytnj.; activities other than 
agriculture. Most of the workers were employed in agriculture 
Pui U! " ,to ^ days ih'a^year. y In- a way, aaricaltui-P 


over loa d e d ’ w i t h wor k — force 


ave rage 


employment per worke 


e n c o u r a g :i, n g p i c t u r e 


lhe workers also migrated from ' their village 
livelihood. The foregoing discussion shows that both 9 ty 
migration - — temporary and permanent. ' 
d, i s l r i c t s . P e r man e n t m i g r a t i o n , w a s found s 


an important 


s o u r e 


x n c o m e i n t h e v i, 1 1 a g e s 
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Table - 3.1 ' Po pulation, Sa;< Ratio and Average 


Household Size 


( Number/ pe r son 



Parti c ulars 

A1 lahahad 

Hamirpur 

Combined 

•1. 

No « of sample 
Households 



■k.:-;/ ' 649 

H i 

EL. n 

Population- 





(i) Male 

780 

1404 

2184 


yCii) Female 

678 

•1143 

1821 


(ill) Total 

•1438 

2347 

, .. . 4003 

W « 

Sek ■-■Ratio- 

870 

810 

830 

4, : 

Ave rage s iz& of' 

Ho u s e h olds : 

3.79 

6 „ 42 

6.17 
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Table - 3.2 


to the Different 


< N u m b s r / p e r s o n 


, 1458 
< 1 GO . 00 ) 






; 51 . J 


Table 

- 3.3 

» Distribution of Population According to 

Different levels of Education 

( N u m b e r / p e r s o n s ) j? 


Ed u cat j 

Lona.l !,. 

..eve-1 Allahabad Hamxrpur Combined . | 



1 „ 1 1 1 i. t a r a t e 

995 


1708 

2703 



(68.24) 


( 67. 06 ) 

(67.49) 


2, Literate 

’ 51 

( 11 . 02 ) 

103 ( 12.28) 

154 (11.83) 



(3.50) 


(4.04) 

(3.85) ; 


3. Upto Class V 

232 

(50. 11 ) 

504 (60.07) 

736 (56.53) 



( 15.91) 


<19.79) 

( 18.38) 


4 Class V -- IX 

’ 102 

(22.03) 

. 152 (18.12) 

I -1254' < 19v51X 



<7.00) 


(5.97) 

(6.34) 


5 « High school & 

27 

, ( 5 . 83 ) 

37 (4.41 ) 

64 (4.92) 


Intermediate 

< i . 85 ) 


( 1 . 45 ) 



6 ,. Graduate & 

. 15 

(3.24) 

21 <2.50) 

36 (2.76) 


a b a v e 

(1.03) 


<0.83) v i 

(0.90) 

i; 

7 „ ■; Te chn i ca l / 

36 

7,-. 77). : ; 

22 (2.62) 

58 ; (4.45)1 


Professional 

( 2 . 47 ) 



( 1 „ 44 ) ■ 


3 „ T o t a 1 L. i t e r a t e s 

463 ( 

100 . 00 ) 

839 ( 100.00) 

302(100.00) 



(31.76), 


(32.94) 

C32.51) • 

lifiH •' .. . 

Total "7. 

1458 


2547 1 

4005 ILVIlp: 


Population ( 

, 1 00 . 00 ) 


( 100 . 00 ) ( :■ 

100 . 00 ); 





fLc&i vity Status-wise Distribution 
of Population 


€ o m b :i. n e d 


udent 


1682 
( 42 00 ? 


Unempl oyed 


R e t i r e d/D i s ab .1 e d 


T 0 1 A l 


•1458 

< 100 . 00 ) 




Fable - 3.5 s Qccjipatignal_I jJ 5 tributiQn r>f Mar kers 


U >::: u p a t i o n a 1 G r a u. p s' 

Ai la ha bad 

Ham. i. r pur 

C o m b i n e d 

C u 1 1 i vat o i" s 

sas 

<46.39) 

757 

(70 ; , 62) 

1040 

(61.83) 

Agr;i. cultural Labour 

98 

< 16.07) • v 

; 'v. -132 ■ 

( 12.31 ) :..V 

230 

< 1 3 .67 ) 

N o n - Ag r i c u 1 i a r a 3. La bo u r 

109 

(17.87) 

80 
(7 „ 46) 

189 

( 1 1 „ 24 > 

Dairy & other allied 
ac t i y i ty 

y 

(1.15) 

16 

7 V (. 1 » 49 ) . 

N. 
CO S*1 
Ci! _= 

Business 

(1 .80) 

L.L- : e4 : ;V;:.v'' 

(2.24) 

■■.LhLT'HSvMt 

( 2 „ 08 ) 

H o u s e h o 1 d t y p e I n d u s tv r y 

3 

(0.49) 

( 1 . 12 ) 

cliv -V 4 

LoyXOv.a 94: : . 

C a n s t r u c t. i o rt 

" 7 . .. . 

( 1 ,.iS) 

4 

( 0 .37) 

ii w- 
(0.65) . 

Transport 

L' 

(0.49) 

5 

( 0 „ 47 ) 

8 

(0.48) 

Se r v i ce , 

'45 

( 7 , 38 ) ■ 

1 6 

< 1 49 ) 

61 

:y, < 3 . 63 > 

Ot he rs 

;:".iv.44 '<■> 

(7.21 > ; 

26 

(2.43) ■■ 

70 

(4. 16) 


1 682 

( IGQ.QO): 
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Table - 3,6 : 


lent Patterri of Agricultural Workers. -^ Holding Sized 


Less than 50 - 100 
50 days days 


Employment Bays 

100 - 150 150 -~2QQ 200 - 250 250 and 

days days days above days 


Average : 

. Employment 
days per worker 


Land Size All- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co- Ail- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co-- All- 

Groups aha- mi- mb- aha- mi- mb- aha- mi- mb- aha- mi- mb- aha- mi- mb- aha- «i- nib- aha- mi- mb- aha- 

(acres) bad rp- in- bad rp- in- bad rp- in- bad rp- in- bad rp- in- bad rp- in- bad rp- in- bad 

ur ed ur ed ur ed ur ed ur ed ur ed ur ed 


1. Landless 

2. Less than 

3. 2,5 - 5 

4. 5 - 7.50 


6, 10 - 15 

7. ,15 ft above 


5 11 16 11 23 34 11 22 33 30 20 50 21 30 51 12 a 20 90 114 £04 179.76 172.64 176.70 


8 5 13 17 11 28 1 7 8 21 4 25 2 3 5 1 


50 30 80 .1.19.33 118; 33 118.63. 


30 18 48 32 40 72 24 23 47 21 26 47 3 5 8 7 3 10 117 115 232 125.92 121.25 119.60 

4 42 . 46 22 112 134 20 42 62 13 21 34 5 12 17 3 5 8 67 234 301 140.83 103.21 119.46 


|5.. i30 "10^ ^ 2.26 28 5 85 90 6 41 47 15 38. 53 3 16 19 


6 7 3 55 58 8 26 34 3 17 20 2 12 14 

4 4 2 13 15 1 23 24’ 4 12 16 2 9 11 


7 7 31 213 244 159. 16 125.72 144.36 
1 1 17 117 134 130.00 117*. 02 124.01 
5 5 9 66 75 173.63 154.44 165.52 


50 112 162 92 339 431 71 184 255 107 138 245 38 87 125 23 29 52 381 8891270 139.28 125.78 133.58 
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sent Pattern o£ Workers Other Than Agriculture? Holding Sized 


Employment Dayi 


Average 
Employment 
days per worker 


aays 


Land Size All- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co- 
Groups aha- mi- mb- aha- mi- mb- aha- mi- mb- aha- mi- mb- aha- mi- mb- aha- mi- mb- aha- mi- mb- 
(acres) bad rp- in- bad rp- in- bad rp- in- bad rp- in- bad rp- in- bad rp- in- bad rp- ire 


1 1. 

Landless 

- 

3 

u 

7 

7 

14 

8 

ti 

14 

HI 

18 

39 

15 

6 

21 

27 

22 

49 

78 

62 140 208,18 213.91 212.64 | 

1 L 

Less than 

2. 

2 

4 

1 

2 

3 

- 

- 

- 

4 

4 

8 

8. 

6 

14 

24 

S 

32 

39 

22 

*1 274.42 174.61 230.51 1 

Wk 3 

2.5 - 5 : : 

4 


4 

10 

4 

14 

6 

4 

10 

12 

5 

17 

9 

7 

16 

25 

12 

37 

66 

32 

98 205.52 228.60 216.56 § 

4. 

5 - 7.50 

~ 

3 

3 

12 

3 

15 

7 

3 

10 

12 

S 

20 

2 

7 

9 

8 

18 

26 

41 

42 

83 184.40 233.50 209,45 

'*} 5. 

7.50 - 10 

- 



- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

: i 

6 

7 

- 

-• 

- 


5 

5 

y-X 

11 

12 200.00 250.83 227.41 1 

6. 

10 - 15 

- 

- 

- 

- 

-2 

3 

w 


- 



- 

- 

- 

1 

1 

2 

3 

5 

2 

6 

8 332.50 229.00 270.30 1 

, 7, 

15" & above 


- 

- 

- 

- 



- 

-■ 

- 

- 



- 


2 

8 

10 

, 2 

8 

10 365.00 336.11 351.05 | 


Total 

6 

8 

14 

30 

18 

48 

21 . 

13 

34: 

50 

41 

91 

34 

27 

61 

88 

,76 164 

229 

183 

412 220.03 226,74 223.09 I 























:i 
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Table - 3,8 


Pattern of Workers Engaged in fill Activities* Holding Sized 


Less than 50 - 100 
50 days days 


Employment Days 

100 - Iso 150 - 300 200 - 250 250 and ~ 

days days days above days 


Average . 
Employment 
days per worker 



Land Size 

All- 

Ha- 

Co- 

All- 

Ha- 

Co- 

Ail- 

Ha- 

Co- 

Ail- 

Ha- 

Co- 

All- 

Ha- 

Co- 

All- 

Ha- 

Co- 

All- Ha- Co- All- Ha- Co- 


Groups 

aha- 

si- 

mb- 

aha- 

mi- 

mb- 

aha- 

ai- 

fflb- 

aha- 

ai- 

mb- 

aha- 

mi- 

ab- 

aha- 

ai- 

mb- 

aha- mi- mb- aha- ml- • mb- 


(acres) 

bad 

rp~ 

in- 

bad 

rp- 

in- 

bad 

rp- 

in- 

bad 

rp- 

in- 

bad 

rp- 

in- 

had 

rp- in- 

bad rp- in- bad rp- in- 




ur 

ed 


ur 

ed 


ur 

ed 


ur 

ed 


ur 

ed 


ur 

ed 

ur ed 1 ur ed 

HiC' 

1. Landless 

5 

14 

19 

18 

30 

48 

19 

28 

47 

51 

38 

89 

36 

36 

72 

39 

30 

69 

168 176 344 197.43 192.79 195,28 

1 

2, Less than 

10 

7 

17 

16 

13 

31 

1 

7 

8 

25 

8 

33 

10 

9 

19 

25 

8 

33 

89 52 141 -197.87 146.48 164.56 

1 

2.5 













- 







3. 2.5 - 5 

34 

18 

52 

42 

44 

86 

30 

27 

57 

33 

31 

64 

12 

12 

24 

32 

15 

47 

183 147 330 1 7Q « 7S 174 f 45 '171,59 

gterf^- 
















0- 

4. 5 - 7.50 

4 

45 

49 

34 

115 

149 

27 

45 

72 

25 

29 

54 

7 

19 

26 

11 

23 

34 

108 276 384 162.54 168.36 :.164.2f : 


5 . 7.50 - 10 

2 

26 

28 

'5 

85 

90 

6 

41 

47 

16 

44 

60 


16 

19 


12 

12 

32 224 256 171.08 186.76 181.39 

if ■ " " 

6. 10 -15 

" . 4 

6 

7 

3 

57 

60 

8 

26 

34 

3 

17 

20 

2 

13 

15 

2 


6 

19 123 142 230.75 177.07 195.16 


7. 15 S above 

- 

4 

4 

2 

13 

15 

1 

: 23 

24 

'4 

12 

16 

2 

■>$ 

11 

2 

13 

15 

11 74 85 268.31 245.27 258.27 


Total 


56 120 176 122 357 479 '92 197 289 157 179 336 72 114 186 111 105 216 610 1072 1682 182.15 175,76 176.34 



Tabaie - 3,9 : Total Temporary Migrants And Their Place of Hie 
According to the Land Size Groups 


Place of Migration 


{Number > 


Land Size 
Groups 
(acres! 


Total Temporary Within 'the' State Within the State Outside the State Outside the State 
migrants (Rural) (Urban 1 (Rural! . (Urban! 



Alla- Hamir- 
habad pur 

Combi- 

ned 

Alla- Haisir- 
habad pur 

Combi- 

ned 

Alla- Harir- 
habad pur 

Combi- 

ned 

- Alla- Hamit- 
habad pur 

Combi- Alie- 
ned habad 

Haisir- 

cur 

Coarbi- 

ned 

1, Landless 

9 8 

17 

9 

9 

- 

- 

- 

V,- 

T 

"Va:;' 


.2, Less than 2.50 

22 

22 

22 

22 



-■ ’ 

- ' - 


-■ 


3. 2.50 - 5.00 

15 4 

19 

1 

i v 

14 

4 

18 


- 



4. 5.00 - 7.50 

8 8 

16 

. : 8 3 

16 


T r':\ 



• 

- 

- 

5. 7.50 - 10.00 

:2;'T 

2 

- 

I- ■ 

- 

- 



- : ■ 2 

c 

2 

6. 10.00 -15.00 

“ V-:i ; ■: 


- 

- 


■ : '“T 

- 


V,!,-;' 

- 


7, 15.00 4 above 

0 2 

2 

0 0 


0 

2 


■■■!&/■' o ' 




•1 Total 

56 22 

76 

40 8 

■48 



20 

0 0 

0 2 

8 

10 
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Table - 3.10 s Activities And Average Earnings 
According to Land size Groups 


(Number) 


Average Earnings 
per worker(Rs,-) 


Agricultural Nan-agricul- Construction 
, Labour tural Labour 


Land Size All- Ha- Com- All- Ha- Com- All- Ha- Com- All- Ha- Com- All- Ha 

groups aha- mi- bin- aha- mi- bin- aha-. mi- bin- aha- mi- bin- aha- mi 

(acres) bad rp- ed bad rp- ned bad rp- ned had rp- ed bad rp 



Table - 3.11 s Total Permanent Migrants A n d Their Educational 
Level : Accor di ng to Land Size Grou ps 

.(Number 5 


Total • Upto 9th High School 

Migrants Illiterate .• Standard Intermediate 

Land Size ■ All--. Ha- Com- All- Ha- Com- All- Ha- Corn- All- Ha- C 

groups aha- mi- bin- aha- mi- bin- aha- mi- bin- aha- mi- 

(acres) bad rp- ed bad rp- ned bad rp- ned bad rp- 

ur ur ur ur 


1 . Landless 

2. Less than 8 5 13 - - 8 4 12 - 1 

2.50 

3. 2.50 - 5.00 27 4 31 - - 41 


Tabale - 3,12 : Total Permanent Migrants And Their Place of 

' Migration l According to the Land 'Size Grou ps 


(Number ) 



Within the 

Within th 

0 

Outs 

ide 

the 

Outside the 


State 

State 


S 

'late 



State ■ 


(Rural 5 

(Urban ) 


(Rural 

« 

) 


C Ua r ban 5 

Land Size 

fill— Ha— Com— 

All- 

Ha- 

Com- 

All- 

Ha— 

Com- 

AIL 

- Ha- Com- 

groups 

aha- mi- fain- 

aha- 

mi- 

fain- 

aha- 

mi- 

bin- 

. aha' 

- mi- bin- 

(acres) 

bad rp- ed 

bad 

rp- 

ned 

bad 

r P - 

ned 

, bad 

rp- ed 


ur. 


ur. 



ur 



ur . 

1. Landless 

- 


- 

- 

- 


■ - 

L. 


2. 'Less than 

— — — 

a 

1 

9 

■/ >» .■ 

. 

’ «*;'• • 


4 4 

2,50 










3. 2.50 - 5.00 


14 

1 

15 




10 

. 3 13 

4.:,; 5,00 -- 7. 50 

- 

12 

2 

14 

- 

.r 

.L.-.-.i 

- 

^■7;15::(1 15 

5. 7.50 - 10.00 

- 



1 




~ 


6. 10.00-15,00 

■- - : 'v-LS;: : ~.L; 

■1 

16 

16 

2 



5 

18 23 

7. 15 & above 


6 ' 


6 


- 


y;7 

t'LL 5 ; ■' v 8 

t ■ — r~ " 


Total . yj<^. V ' \ - 41 20 61 5 0 5 : 15 . 53 68. ■ 
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Classification of Permanent Migrants in Different income Groups And Their 
Average Remittances Per Year £ According to land Size Groups 


(Number/Rs.) 




Below 

Rs. 150-300 

Rs. 300-450 

Rs. 450-600 

Rs.( 

600 

Average Rerai— 



Rs. 150 








above ttances per year 


Land Size 

All- Ha- 

Com- All- Ha- 

Com- 

All- Ha- 

Com- 

All- 

Ha- 

Com- 

Ail- 

- Ha- 

Com- . Ail- Ha- Com- 


groups 

aha- mi- 

'bin- aha- mi- 

birr 

aha- mi- 

bin- 

dhS"* 

mi- 

bin- 

aha- 

- mi- 

bin- aha- mi- bin- 


(acres! 

bad rp- 

ed bad rp- 

ned 

bad rp- 

ned 

bad 

rp- 

ed 

bad 

rp- 

ned bad rp- ed 



ur 

ur 


ur 



ur 



ur 

ur 

1, 

Landless 

- - 

- - 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 


i.-r' ' 

2, 

Less than 

- 


_ 

- 3 

3 

8 

2 

10 

. - 

■ ' ~ 

- 2500.00 1280.00 1875.00 


2.50 












3. 

2.50 - 5.00 

- 1 

i - - 

- 


1 

19 

1 

20 

7 

2 

9 2950,00 2750.00 2866,89 

4, 

5.00 - 7.5 0 


- - i 

1 

11 2 

13 

- 

14 

14 

%■: 

- 

1 2400.00 2376.47 2288.24 

5. 

7,50 - 10,00 

- - 





- 

2 

■ 2 ; 


3 

4 3600.00 3000.00 3250.80 

b. 

10.00-15,00 

- - 

- 

- 

" 1 fi 

9 

4 

22 

26 



6 3890.70 3291.18 3591.94 

7. 

15 & above 


- 

- 


- 

6 

5 

11 

-7 

3 

3 3398.70 3218.90 3318.20 

- 

Total 

■:7.r - 'Ll; 


1 

13 13 

26 

37 

46 

S3 

11 

12 23 3188.23 2742.76 2765.; 15. 



CHAPTER IV 

AGRICULTURAL ECONOMY OF THE SAMPLE DISlRICTS 


The foregoing chapters Tihow agriculture as the mam 

source of occupation, income and employment for the people 
belonging to the drought-prone districts of Allahabad and 
Mamirmir. It is, therefore, pert inant to discuss ^ their 


is made to 


I n t h i s c h a p t e r , a n 


cultural economy 


f agricultural economy based on the primary 
0 r fl the sample households belonging to these 


Land; is the basic source of ..agricultural; production and 
i ts :al lied .activities ,.j ;.How: : landlCwhethe r owned • or o pe rated 1 i s 
distributed among the sample: households in these two districts,, 
has infallible impact on their agricultural- economy, lahle 4.:i 
shows a highly skewed pattern of land distribution among the 
sample households in these two districts- The households with 
no owned land constituted about 33 per cent of the total number 
of households in Allahabad; district-; and ‘18.40 per cent of the 
total number of households- in Hamirpur district- However, some 
of these households operated some land- - The households with 
owning land upto E.3 acres were 35-33. per cent of the total 
households in Allahabad district' and they owned about E per 


cent, of the total owned area and operated a .little more than 2 
per cent of the total operated -area in the district. Hamirpur 
district had such farm households constituting 15.37 per cent 
of the total number of households which owned 0.63 per cent of 
i t s t o t a 1 o w n e d a r e a b u t ope r a t e d 1 . 60 p e r c e n t o f :t. t s t o t a 1 
operated area,. The households owning land up to 5 acres were 
about 5 per cent of the total households in Allahabad district 
and these households owned 15.40 per cent of the 'total owned 
area and operated about 16 per cent of the total operated area. 
The households with the same land size constituted about 24 per 
cent of the total households in Hamirpur district, but they 
owned, only 7.21 per cent of the total owned area and operated 
about 9 per cent of the total area. In this way, there were S3 
per cent of the total number of households that owned 17.39 per 
cent of the total owned area and. operated i.8 per cent of the 
total operated area in the district. Similarly, . such 
households constituted 57.24 per cent pf the total number of 
ho use ho Ids in Ham i r pur diet r I-ci ah dpt hey gowned about 8 per cent 
of the totad owned area and a little'more than 10 per cent of 
the total operated area in the district. This means that about 
17 per cent of the total households owned and operated more 
than three-fourth of the. total Towhed and operated, area in 
Allahabad district and about 43 per cent of the total number of 
households in .Hamirpur district owned and operated not less 
than 90 per cent of the total owned and operated area 


in the 


If the households owning land more than 10 acres only are 
considered, the same table indicates that they constituted only 
8.33 per cent of the total households in Allahabad. district but 
they owned, not less than 40 per cent of total owned area in the 
district,, Similarly, in Hamirpur district these households 
constituted about 24 per cent of its total households which 
owned and operated not less than 42 per cent of the total owned 
and operated .area. 

All this shows a highly skewed pattern of land 
distribution in the drought-prone districts of Allahabad and 
Ham i rpur. 

Table 4.1 also shows distribution of leased-in and 1 eased-, 
but area among different groups of farm households, dint 
Allahabad district, the landless, ma r gi n a : l • • ' ;ami vis ma ll- ■■ a : 'r ml: 
households cultivated leased-in area but the households with 
the holding size of up to 5 acres and upto 10 acres :nyi:ea : s.ed^buti;. . ' 
In other words, all the leased-in area was cultivated by the 
farm households of the first three groups and 94.78 per cent df 

the leased. out area was from the households of the small 

holding, category,' But. the case-, was guite different in Hamirpur 
disgtrict, because all categories of the land-owning farm'-' 
households were found to have leased-out and to have cult ivated 
leased'— in - area, except in; the case of the first and. last 
groups. A little more than 86: per cent of the total leased-in' - 
area was cultivated by the .marginal., small : and medium farm 
households,, The rest of ;the total leased-in, area was 
cultivated by those which owned ' 7.50 -■ 10,00 acres and 10 to 
1.S acres of, holdings. A little more'] than 69 per cent of the 
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total leased-cmt area was from those? categories of the 
households which owned marginal , smal l ; land, medium holdilng 
■ Size.'s in Harnirpur district,, . The households owning 10 -15 

acres and. 15 acres and above of land holdings 1 eased-- out about 
"16 per cent and 11 per cent of the total leased-out area in the 
district respectively,, All this does show some characteristics 

about the magnitude of tenurial relations in the drought prone 

districts,. However,, the following may be noted s firstly, the 
cultivation of leased— in area wa s prevalent more among the 
landless, marginal and small farm households in both districts-., 

4 „ 2 Pattern of Land Use 

The pattern; of land use shows how some given amount of 
land as a; natural resource is used by the. man to realise 
material production in order to satisfy his basic needs for his 
reproduction „ This also reflects harnessing of this natural 
resource for human existence and development.. In this way, the 
pattern of. land use which is primarily made for realising 
a g r i c u 1 1 u r a 1. p r o d u c t i o n , i s c 1 o s a 1. y r e 1 a t e d t o a g r i c u 1 ’l u r a 1 
economy' of any agrarian area or space,. Tabale 4 „ 2 . shows that 
most of the land had been in use for cultivation :i.n the drought 
prone districts of Allahabad and Ha ini r pur ,, The percentage of 
area under ' cultivation to total area was 96.42- per cent in 
Allahabad. district, 88.17 per cent in Harnirpur district and 
91.59 per cent in both combined. The area under fallow land 
was 1.62 per cent in Allahabad and but it was about 6 per cent 
in Harnirpur district,, This means that Harnirpur district had 
more scope to use land productively than what Ail ahanad 
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district had to do so. The proportion of the total arsa under 

p a s t u r e w a s a b o u t 6 p e r c e n t in H a m i r p u r d i s t !'• :i, c t i t w a s 

negligible in Allahabad district. The proportion of the total 

-area under plantation was as negligible as 0.24 per. cent and 

0,08 per cent in Allahabad and Hamirpur districts respectively,: 

There was no area covered under orchards in Hamirpur districl,: 

but about one per cent of total area was under orchards in 
Allahabad district. 

The farm s i setwise pattern of land use shows that' the 
households belonging t o - a . 1 . . 1 . categories of land holding put not 

less than 93 per cent of their respective total areas in use 

for cultivation, except in case of those with the holding size 

of 15 acres and above in Hamirpur which had 72,49 per cent of 

their total area under cultivation, in fact, Table 4,2, by and 

large, shows that the smaller the size of land holding, the 

higher the proportion of total area under cultivation arid so 

converse ly , This also alternatively indicates that the larger 

the size of land holdings., the higher the proportion 

area under fallow land and so viee-a versa. All this is true 

in respect of. both districts. ' But comparatively, the 

households with bigger size, of land holdings had higher 

pro port ion of the area under .fat Tow in Hamirpur district than ; 

what their counterparts showed in Allahabad district. A 

simi lar case was fouridf in respect . of the total area under 

pasture in both districts. In Hamirpur district, the 

households with bigger size of land holdings had higher 

proportion of their total area under pasture : than Thuii- 


c o u n % e r p a r t s 'in A 1 1 a h a b a d d i s X r i c y t s . 0 n I y t h o s e h o a 3 e it a I d s- in 

these districts had. sortie area under plantation and orchards 
which owned more' than 5 acres of land. On the whole » the farm 
households had a major part of their total area under . crop 
cultivation and a major part of thefir. area was. under fallow and 
pasture in both districts,. 

4 „ 3 Cropping Pattern 

The cereals were the major crops in the drought-; prone 
districts which were grown on 7 7.42 per cent of the total 
cultivated area in Hamirpur district as against 81.55 per cent 
and 7.8 . S3 per cent of the total cultivated area in Allahabad 
district and both combined respectively . The area under pulses 
was 20.68 per cent of the total cropped area in Hamirpur 
district as against 12,61 per cent in Allahabad district and 
18,, 02 per cent in both combined. The proportion of gross 
cult i vated area unde r foodg rains i,ri -Hamirpur.- di st r i ct "was ■ ,97, '« SO 1 
per cent and it was 94.16 per cent in Allahabad district,. : 

The area under non-food crops had beers lower in .Hamirpur 
district (2»50 per cent) thari'in Allahabad district with 5,$4 
per cent and 3„44 per cent: in both "combined,, The .farrtfT -slize--; 


wise cropping pattern > 

as 

p r e s e n t e d i n 4 » 3 r 

indi cates 

that the 

ho use hoi ds 

belonging 

to 

all categories 

of land 

: holdings 

Ctrl t i vat ed 

foodg rain 

in 

most of t he i r%< [ X< 

ital area 

in both 


distri 1 cts ~ whether they are taken separately or together. 
The area under pulses that constituted about 13 per cent and 20 
per cent of the total cropped ara in Hamirpur and Allahabad 
distri. cts r : @np@cttv#ly," occupied soime significant part of the 
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total cropped area belonging to those households in these two 
districts that owned bigger size of land holdings there., The 
households* with bigger . si ho of land holdings had higher 
proportion of the total area as follow arid pasture in 1 the 
drought prone area. All this, thus, indicates that the area 
under foodg rain's occupied the most significant place in the 
allocation of the total area among different crops and uses at 
t h e l h e in t e r f a r rn level in b o t h d i s t r acts. 

4 „ 4 Extent of Irrigated area 

The dr ought-”- prone areas lack an assured supply of water 
for i r r i gat ion which is the most crucial input far crop 
cultivation. Table 4.4 shows that 36.45 of the total area- 
under foodgrains was irrigated in Allahabad district? but the 
p r o p o r t :i. o n o f t h e t o t a 1 a r e a i r r I g a t e d u n d e r f o o d g r a In s w a s 
only 12 per cxent in Hamirpur district. There was, more or 
less, a similar position regarding the extent of total area 
irrigated under cereals in both districts. However, the same 
table presents a sumewhat different picture about the extent of 
the total area irri gated under pulses in these two districts. 
About &6 per cent of the total area under pulses was irrigatged 
in Allahabad district.* while it was ’about 4 per- cent .. in 
Hamirpur 'district. The SRisntv Of ; lo'tal area irrigated’ under 
nori-f oodgrat ns was about 36 per cent in Allahabad district and 
in Hamirpur district, it was 1.8 per cent 

Given the above situation in the drougnt--pr one dxst r i cts - 
the extent of irrigated area: ander different crops, by and 
large, shows that the bigger the size of land, holdings, the 



'land 


greater the extent of irrigated area under different cfoj: 


s o i n v e r s 


indicates that Allahabad district had more 


than Hami rpur 


i r r i g a t i o n 


unde f 


w i t h b i g g e r !''( o 1 d i n g s h a d m o r e 


h o u s e h o 1 d 


t hi a n t h a s e w i t h s m a 1 1 e r h o 1 d i n g s h a d. i r r i g a t a d 


area under different crops in the district 


same table also shows that the extent of irrigated 


ea under cereals , pulses and foodg rains was 


t h an s ma 1 1 a r o n e :i. n b o t h 


a r gear s i z a o f h a 1 d i n g 


ri'io re 


barring with one or two exceptions 


under non foodg rains does not present 


symmet r i cal 


level of ■crop yield per acre was found low in the 


S' shows that the level of 


Table 4 


> r a n e 


acre in A 11 a ha Sad 


v i e 1 d. f o r 


district ami it was 1 . 98 . quintal s per , acre in 


in both ccotTibined 


was 


was -4. "14 quintals per acre in Kami rpur 


1 ig hi t ly h ighe r than that o f 4 .. 09 qu 1 n t a 1 s 


d ist r i c t wh i ch . wa. 


as f a un d i n A 1 1 a h a b a d d i s t r 1 c t 


was found to - be higher in Allahabad district <3 .64 


aim; 


district (2.4 


:j u i n t a 1 s ) 


S u Ob 


extent of irrigated cropped area between 


holding sized groups'/ as shown in Table 4.5, also indicates -the 
occurual of low yields to the households in. both districts. 
But the relationship. ‘ between yield and farm size had been 
inverse in the. districts? with a few exceptions, there. The 
yield differentials at the inter-farm level, however, did not 
seem to be corresponding to the differentials in the extent' of 
irrigated cropped area across the different farm sized groups. 

4 „ 6 Sources of Irrigation 

Given the level of irrigation, the canal was the main 
source in Allahabad district which was 73.53 per cent of its 
total irrigated area and 34. SI per cent in both combined. Oh 
the other hand, the tubeweils and pumpsatd Were the . most 
important sources of irrigation in Hamirpur district which 
accounted for more than half of its total irrigated area,, The 
other source which made contribution to the irrigation in 
Al lahabad distri ct were/therhtred, :pum,psets < 10.73 - per cent), 
government tubewei ls (8>66 v per. cent ) ,. own pumpse ts (3 . 73 . per . 
cent ) v / hired tubewe.lls - cent > , owned tubeweils CO, .67 
per cent) and wells/persian .Wheels (0„4!:> per cent ) . fabale 4.6 
shows that in Hamirpur district the remaining sources of 
irrigation were canal that ir ri gated 33 . 14 per cent of its. 
total irrigated area,. ; In the same district , wells/oersian 
wh e e 1 s i rr i g at © d 3.04 per cent and 1 „ 34 of .its total i f i i gated 
a r e a res p e c t i v e 1 y . N e v e r t h i 1 ess , t h e c a n a 1 a p p e a r e d t o b e a 
major source of irrigation in both districts taken together and 
then the tubeweils and pumpsets foil owed the re C see iabl e 4,6,7 



e ekterii of Irrigated area; by different source 

the oKteat of irrigated area by the diff© 


sources of irrigation across different holding s iKe-g roups i 

these two districts shows that that bigger .'the si^a of holding 

the '' greater the extent of irrigated area and so converse 1 
whether it was the tubeweils or pumpsets or" canal, th 

households with bigger holding size irrigated mare area tha 


is what Tab! ss 4«6 » 7 an d 8 , by 


\ h o s e • w 1 1 h s isa 1 1 h o 1 d i n g 


t h e can a 1 wa s t h © maj p r 


in" Allahabad district,, whereas 


tube we 1 .1 s and pumpsets were the major source ot HTigaw. 
Hamirpur district and. then the canal followed there, in 

districts, the farm households with bigger holdings irr 
more than those with smaller, hplditigb -in' these two distri 


4,7 Output and Sale . . 

How much output is produced 'and how much of the produced 

output is left over .consumption. ' "for -sale in the • market, are 

■j 4 A O P- « n n t. h e h a<5’S 0 f D V 1 Inal TV da 1 8 C 0 1 1 © C 1 6 d f V O ffl t h 6. 


and Hamirpur 


belonging to Ailahahau. 


connection, three ffiajor crof. 


am are t a ken into ate a un t 


wheat 


that <a> in both distri c 


wheat and' paddy were sold more’ than their -gross marketable 
surplus (i.s., production minus home consumption and other 
requirements) and their net marketable surplus Hue. gross 
marketable surplus minus repurchases > s and ( b> both distri c ts 
had not less t, hand 60 per cent of the total gram output as. 




gross or net marketable surpus and the whole surplus was 


out there. This means that in aggregative terms,, the 


rn o r e . t, h an t h e i r 


drought-prone d'i st ri cts ,. ■ and Vthei gram 


consumption of 40 per cent of its total output was 
sold o u t i n t h e s & t w o d i s t r i cts « T h e first era se s 
■’ d .1 s t r e s s * s a 1 e o f w h e a t a n d pa d d v i n t h a d i s t r i c t s 


o presents an inter-farm level of 


10 and 11 al 


output 


rn a r k e t a b 1 e s u r p 1 u s and s a 1 e r elating t a w h e a t 


and gram in these two districts., Table 4„9 arid 10 show that 


the households belonging to the first three categories of land 


in both districts marketed a significant 


the.ir rr rwheat and paddy output, despite having ■ negatiye' net 


But those owning more than 7 


mar ke tab I e 


I an d • hold i : n g did not. go f or distress sale : because:, T they :f:ha4 


more than their home requirements, as their gra 


ana 


Tabl 


u r p 1 us f o r wheat an d pa ddy . 1 n d ica t e s 


rna r k & 


one of the important pulses was sold by the 


households of all categories '.y;;:f;-f'he; : --'.S:a.ie.''Qf g ram did not .appear: 


ed one because the -proportion of gram output 'as 


or.net marketabale surplus was not only positive but it 


by and large, equal to the pro 


i on ' of 


i s o u t p u % a t t h e f a r m levs 1 i n bo t h d 1st r i cts. .0 n an 


a v e r a g e , 40 p e r c e n t o f t o t a I g r a m o u t p u t w a s r e t, a i n e d f o r h o rn e 


•j n d o t h e r re q u i r e m e n t 
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All a i"i a b a d and H a m i r pa r d :i. s t r i c t s „ T a b 1 a 4 „ 1 "I s h □ w 5 t h a t t h a s e 
with 15 acres and above, however, consumed less than this 
average leading to a higher proportion of marketable surplus in 
these two districts,, 

In ha r is f , the dr ought-prone .1 di st r i cts ' appear to be 
d e f i c i t a r e a s in r e s p e c t o f w h e a t a n d p a d d y to u. t s u r p 1 u s in 
r e s p e c t o f < g r a m p r o d u c t ion « 

4 „ 8 Pattern of Marketing 

The producers generally sold a major part of their produce 
outside the village to the mandies and govt procurement 
agencies., The proportions of marketed surplus of wheat and 
paddy disposed of' outside the village were higher, i„e. , 76.06- 
per cent. and. 77.84 per cent in Allahabad than in Hamirpur 
district, having 57.46 per cent and 76.45 per cent 
respectively. In this way,. 61.76 per cent of wheat and about 
7S par cent of paddy were marketed in both districts taken 
together? as Table 4. 12 & 13 indicate. However, the percentage 
of gram surplus disposed outside the village was found to be 
higher (31.34 par cent) in Hamirpur district than in Allahabad 
district with 72 . 33 per Vcent ;as Table 4.14 shows. , The sale of 
wheat and paddy by the producers within the village was higher: 
in Hamirpur district than Allahabad distri c t and thaktotali 
sample. On the other hand, the . producers of Allahabad district 
sold higher percentage of .their gram surplus within the village 
than their counter parts • in Hamirpur district. None of the 
households, of Allahabad district sold wheat surplus to the 
government procurement agencies, while 9.S0 per cent the total . 
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wheat surplus was sold to the state agencies in Hamirpur 
d i s t r i c. t « 

The farm households having smaller land holdings sold a 
substantial ly higher proportion of their, wheat and. paddy 
surplus within the village in Allahabad district# while the 
sample producers of Hamirpur district went outside the village 
for the sale of their major part of wheat surplus'- in case of 
gram marketing, the small" producers of Allahabad, district sold 
a major share of their surplus outside the village, while the 
small producers of l-lamirpur district sold a major part, of their 
gram .surplus .'within the vi l lage. The wheat marketing .■■■■■ pattern 
of small producers belonging to Hamirpur district seemed to be" 
better than their counterparts in Allahabad district, while the 
'reverse was the case in gram marketing. The' pattern of paddy 
marketing of small producers in Allahabad district needed 
improvement in the form of .diversion of village level sale to 
the outside the village marketing. Though the overall 
marketing pattern of Hamirpur df j strict in .respect of wheat and 
paddy • sale .and. that of Ailaha.badv'd'i's.tr-^tc.'tir, •ih...--.case - .' of- gram 
required improvement by way of minimising the village level 
sale. In . gene ral y the share of: total- suf plus of wheat, ..paddy 
and g ram , sol d wi th in the village indi rated de c r easing, t rend 
with the increase in land si2e in the Allahabad, Hamirpur and. 
i n b o t h c o m b i n e d » 



The land based agricultural economy of the drought™ prone 
districts shows that; the distribution of land was highly skewed 
there, but more skewed in Hamirpur district than in Allahabad 

of the land available there had been, in use for 

f o o d grain s . T h e pattern o f 
cent and 10 per cent of the. 

Allahabad and Hamirpur disti- 
ls nd cons t i t u 


district'. Host 
the c u 1 1 i v a t ion o i 
that about £ per 

area belonging to 

was leased-in and the leased-out 
and 6 per cent of the their respective total owned areas in 

these two districts. The extent of irrigated area was found to 

low, but it was comparatively more in Allahabad than, in 

Ham i r pu r . .distr i et. ‘The- : i' canal. -ywas; ; ■vth^.y :maj or source of 

irrigationin Allahabad, while tubewell plus pumps© ts and tank 

were the major sources of irrigation in Hamirpur district,. The 

yield levels of di f f e rent ; crops such foodgrains, cereals and 

pu Ispswer e quite low in these , two districts. : : 

j h e agricultural economy of the drought-prone diati ict^ 

. . i . nne These two districts appeared to 

was basically subsistence one. mKww 

be food-deficit in respect of wheat and paddy, but not in 

respect of gram. However, the farm households marketed a part 
of their wheat and paddy output but at the cost of home 
rnruiiim n t i q n „ as most of them had distress sale. So tar gram 


cone 


The farm households marketed a major pa 
id e. their villages mostly to the man d i e s 


o t h e t r a d e r s w i t h i n their v i 1 1 a g e 


paddy to the 
the total mark 
All this 
agri culture in 
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village traders was not less than 22 per cent of 
eted produce. 

presents, a case of backward and subsistence 
t h e s & t w a d r o u g h t - p r o n e d :i.. s t r :i. c t s- „ 


Table 4.1; Distribution of Owned, Operated, Leased-in and Leased-out Area; 

Holding size-wise 

(in p.e.) 


Land size 
Group 

Area Owned 


Area Leased in 

Area Leased Out 

Operated Area 

p.c. of Households in 

Alla- 

habad 

Hamir- 

pur 

Ccmbi- 

ned 

Alla- 

habad 

Haair- 

pur 

Combi- 

ned 

Alla- 

habad 

Hatftir- 

pur 

Combi- 

ned 

Alla- 

habad 

Hamir- 

pur 

Combi- 

ned 

Alla- 

habad 

Haroir- 

pur 

Combi- 
ned : 

1. Landless 

- 

- 


16.45 

- 

2.09 

- 

- 

- 

0.31 

- 

0.13 

32,54 

13.40 

27,04 

2. Less than 

1.99 

0.63 

1.23 

17.99 

10.20 

11.19 

■ 

0.08 

0.08 

2.28 

. 1.60 

1,90 

35.32 

15.37 

23,11' 

2.5 
















3.; 2.5 - 5 

15.40 

7. El 

10,84 

35.81 

25,03 

26.40 

94.48 

10.22 

> 

11.02 

15,72 

-8,78 

11.81 

14.68 

23.68 

20.18 

4. 5 - 7.50 

13,17 

31.26 

23,24 

29.75 

32.97 

32.56 

- 

58.88 

58,32 

13.48 

29,82 

2E.67 

5.16 

11.08 
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5. 7.50 - 10 

: \E9^04. 

18.60 

E3.E3 


: ",;9.98 

8.2 

5.52 

4,25 

4.27 

28.53 

18.59 

22.94 

3.97 

v:7,54' : 

6.02 

6. 10 - 15 

, 22.35 

18.48 

20.20 

~ 

21;82 

19.04 

- 

15.94 

15.78 • 

El. 95 

18.95 

20.27 

2.78 

11.34 

:>l,Qi; : 

7. 15 & above 

18,05 

23.82 

21.26 


- 

- 


10.63 

10.53 

17.73 

22.26 

20,28 

5.55 

12,59 . 


TOTAL::;: 

100.00 100.00 

100,00 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

100.00 


Note; Operated . Area = (owned Area - Leased-out + Leased-in! 



1, Less than 98*03 99.54 98.75 0.00 0.46 0.22 1.95 0.00 1.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

;; Vv v: .V / 

2 . 2.50 - 5.00 99.82 99.8H 99.S2 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 G.QO 0.00 

3 . 5.00 7-7.50 96.73 97.46 97.27 2.36 2.26 2.29 0.59 0.28 0.36 O.OG 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.00 

4 . 7.50 -10.00 95.13 91,73 93.55 2-45 4.16 3.24 1.59 4. 12 2.76 0.83 0.00 0.45 

5. 10.00-15.00 98.41 88.38 92.86 0.72 8.16 4.83 0.71 3.03 2.00 0.00 0.43 0 

6. 15 & above 92.90 72. 


Table 4.2 s. Proportions of Total Area Under Different Land Uses ; 


(Percentage) 


Land size 
Group 


Percentage of Area Percentage of Area Percentage of Area Percentage of. Area Percentage of area 

under cultivation .. under Fellow under Pastures under Plantation under orchards 

Alla- Hamir- Carnbi- Alla- Hamir- Combi- Alla- Hamir- Combi- Alia- Hamir- Combi- Alla- Hamir- Combi 

habad pur ned habad pur ned babad pur ned hafaad our ned habad pur ned 


Land size 
Group 


Table 4,3 : Proportions of Total Cultivated Area Under Cereals, Pulses, Foodqraitis 

And Non-foodorains of Sample Households f According to the Farm Size Groups 


(Percentage) 


Area. under cereals Area under pulses Area under foodgrains Area under non- 

foodg rains 


Total Area 


Alla- Harnir- Combi- Alla- Hamir- Gombi- Alia- Hamir- Combi- Alla- Hand r- Combi- Alla- Hamir- Combi- 

hahaa pur ned habad pur ned habad pur ned habad pur ned hated pur ned 


1. Less than 90,22 94.52 92.06 9.78 2.64 6.73 100.00 97.16 98.79 0.00 2.84 1.21 100.00 100.00 100.00 

2.50 ■ / /,/.:■ 

2. 2.50 - 5.00 87.83 86.13 87.02 ;; 9.75 13,03 11;32 97.58 99.16 98.34 2.42 0.84 1.66 100,00 100.00 ,100.00 

3. 5.00 - 7.50 84.07 85.02 84.73 13.11 14.11 13.80 97.18 99.13 98.53 2.82 Q.87 1,47 100.00 100.00 100,00 

4. 7.50 - 10.00 84.35 74.33 77.78 10.05 24.22 19.35 94.40 98.55 97.13 5.60 1.45 2.87 100.00 100.00 100.00 

5. 10.00-15.00 81.15 72.67 74.68 11.64 23.91, 21.01 92.7? 96.58 95.69 7.21 3.42 4.31 100.00 100.00 1QO.OO 

6. 15 4 above 69,70 78.70 77.01 19.82 18.13 18.45 89.52 96,83 95.46 10.48 3.17 4.54 100.00 100,00 100,00 


81.55 77.42 78.53 12.61 20.08 18.03 94.16 97.50 96.56 . 5.84 2.50 3.44 100.00 100.00’ 100, 
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TOTAL 


Tabic 4,4 ‘ Percentage of If rig; 

And Man-f'aodqrains ’• 


Area To Total Area Under Cereals 
ording to the land Size Groups 


Pulses 


Foodg rains 


Hon-foodqrains 


Cereals 


Land sue 
Group 


Alla- Hamir- Coabi- Alla- Hanur- Combi- Alla- Hasir- Combi- Alla- Hanur- 

hahad pur ned habad pur ned habad' pur ned habad pur ned 



Table 4.5 : Crop Yields! Holding Size-wise 


(Acre/Quintal ) 


Foodgrains 


Pulses 


Cereals 


Table 4 ,6 '• Proportions of Total Irrigated Area By Different Spumes In 
Allahabad District '■ According to the Farm Size Groups 

(Percentage) 


Land size Well/ Own Govt. Hire G«n Hired Canal Tank Other Total 

group Persian Tubewell Tubeyeil Tubewell Pumpset Pumpset Dam/ Irrigated 

yell Charkha Area 


1. Less than 

2,50 " 

2.99 

0.00 

15.92 

; o.oo 

0.00 

26.11 

54.98 

0.00 

0.00 

100.00 

2. 2.50 - 5.00 

0.00 

0.00 

16.38 

1.37 

1.92 

24.07 

56.26 

0.00 

0.00 

100.00 

3. 5.00 - 7.50 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

13.17 

O.QO 

3.94 

82.89 

O.QO 

0.00 

100.00 

4. 7.50 - 10.00 

0.00 

0.00 

O.QO 

0.00 

0.00. 

0.00 

100.00 

0.00 

0.00 

100.00 

5. 10.00-15.00 

0.00 

0.00 

29.33 

0.00 

0.00 

10.95 

59.72 

0.00 

0.00 

100,00 

6. 15 & above 

0.00 

: 2.25 

0.00 

o.oo' 

11.27 

0.00 

86.48 

0.00 

o.oo : 

100.00 

TOTAL 

0.45 

0.67 

. 8.66 

2.19 

3.73 

10.75 

73.55 

.0.00 

0.00 

100.00 
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Tabals 4.7 ; ' Proportions of Total irrigated Area By Different Sources in Hamirpur District? 
According to the Farm Size Groups 

(Percentage) 


Land size Mel 11 Own Govt. Hire Own Hired Canal Tank Other Total 

group Persian Tube we 11 Tubewell Tubeweil Putnpset Purnpset Dam/ Irrigated 

Me 11 Charkha Area 


1. Less than 

2.50 

38.55 

0.00 

12,69 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

46.53 

4.23 

0.00 

. 100.00 

2. 2.50 - 5.00 

0.00 

0.00 

45.83 

9.73 

0.00 

9.73 

21.73 

12.98 

0.00 

100.00 

3 5.00 - 7.50 

9.54 

.0.00 

16.89 

0.00 

16.70 

0.00 

54.87 

0.00 

0.00 

100.00 

4. 7,50 - 10.00 

1,83 

18,81 

56.25 

0.00 

3.76 

0.00 

19.30 

0.00 

0.00 

100.00 

5, 10.00-15.00 

' 2.14 

14,25 

’ 48.K 

0.00 

2.85 

0.00 

32.23 

0.00 

0.00 

100.00 

6. 15 & above 

1.83 

11.57 

36.53 

0.00 

14.05 

0.00 

35.20 

0.00 

0.83 

100.00 

TOTAL 

3.04 

10.53 

40,68 

1.09 

8.53 

1.09 

33.14 

1.54 

0.36 

100.00 
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Table 4.8 s Prooorltions o£ Mai Irrigated Area By Different Sources in Mil M SMlMli 

According to the Fail Size GroMi (Percentage) 


Other Total 
Dam/ Irrigated 
Charkha Area 


Iwn Govt. Hire Own Hired Canal lank 

ubewell Tubewell Tube we 11 Pumpset Pump-sat 



Table 4,9 : Wheat Output A 


OTAL 1268,66 3885.62 5154.28 223,031017.421240.46 172.38 297.69 470,07 
' {100.00) (100.00) (100,00) (17.58) {26,181 (24.07J (13.59) (7.66) (9.12) 


ess than 281.16 184.47 465.63 -11.83 1.35 -10.48 50.58 18.82 69.40 -62.41 -17,47 r/9.88 38.75 20.17 

>,50 (100.00! (100,00) (100,00) (-4.21) (0.73) (-2.25) (17.99! (10.20) (14.90) (-22.205 (-9.47! (-17.16) (13,78) (10. 


2.5 - 5.00 205.45 553.20 758.65 -28.72 -88.57 -117.29 73.57 138.47 212.04 -102,29 -227.04 -329.33 44.85 49.90 

(100.00H 100.00) (100.00) (-13.98) (-16.01) (-15.46) (35.81) (25.03) (27.95) (-49,79) (-41.04) (-43.41) (21.835 (9. 

j.00-7.50 152.70 315.80 468.50 18.76 -32.62 -12.86 45.43 104.12 149.5$ -26.67 -136.74 -163.41 64.19 

(100.001 (100.00) (100.00) (12.29) (-10.33) (-2,96) (29.75) (32.97) (31.92) (-17.47) (-43.30) (-34.88) (42.04) (22.64) 


7.5-10.00 123.35 363.50 486.85 46.57 99.32 145.89 

(100.00! (100.00) (100.00) (33.75) (27.32) (29.97) 


36.23 36,28 46.57 63.04 109,61 46.57 

(9.98) (7.45! (37.75) (17.34) (22.51) (37.755 


: 134.00 , 847.40 ' 981.40 45.30 230.30 275.60 
(100.00) (100.00) (100.005 (33.81) (27.18) (28.08) 


45.30 . 230,30 275.60 45,30 

(33.61) (27.18) (28,08) {33.815 


Figures in Parenthesis refer to percentages 


Production 


flarkating Surplus 


Alla- Haifdr- Combi- Alla- Hamir- Coal 

habad our ned habad pur ned 


15 & above 355.00 1621;H5 1976.25 146.75 807.65 954.40 
" : ;t100 -0Q'), .CiCW.'pdti .00-) (41,34) (49,82) (48,29) 


50.65 19.74 

(3.99) (18.52) 


770.39 395.42 
(14.95) (31,17) 


Sale 


Alla- Haffiir 
habad pur 


146.75 807.65 954.40 146.76 807 

(41.34! (49.82) (48.29) (41.34) 


Repurchases Net fiarketable Surplus 




Repurchase 


ji~ -Alia- Hairii 
habad pur 


iup Alla- Haisir 

ha bad . pur 


Combi- Alia- Hasiir- 

ned habad pur 


Combi- Alla- Hamir 
ned habad pur 


Combi- Alla- Hamir- 
ned habad pur 


• Net Marketable Surplus 


.ess than 197*93 1.20 199.13 • 2.44 -0.12 2.32 35.41 0.12 35.73 -33.17 -0.24 -33.413S.05 
1.50 {100.001 {100.001 (100.00) <1.231 (-10.00) (1.14) <17.99! {10.001 <17.941 (-14.75) {-20.001 H6.77) (19.22) 


5.00- 7. 50 120.13 

( 100 . 00 ) 

7.50-10.00 191100 

( 100 . 00 ) 

10.00- 15.00 133.00 
( 100 . 00 ) 


- 120.13 7.04 

(100.00) (5.84) 

- 191.00 79.86 

(100.00) (41.81) 

- 133.00 33.85 

(100.00) (25.45) 


- 7.04 35.74 

(5.86) (29.75) 

- 79.86 3:-v- 

(41,81) 

- 33.85 
(25.45) 


- -35,74 -28.70 
(29.75) (-23,89) 

(41.81) 

-B5 

(25.45) 


- 428.70 42.78 

(-23,891 (35,41) 

79.86 79 

(41.81) 

- 33.85 
(25.451 


1.5-5.00 


213.48 4.20 217.6S -22.07 -1.05 -23.12 76.45 1.05 77.50 -93.52 • -2.10 -100.62 

(100.00) ( 100.00) ( 100.00) (-10.33H-25.00) (-10.62) (35.81 K25.00V (35.60) (-46.14) (-50.00) (-46.22) 


54,38 

(25.47) 


15 & above 416.00 30.85 446.25 209.20 18.05 £27.25 

:^,rV^^/''V ; >:--r-Mi3ow6b'j:«o6--flo'»(ioo.oo».r:''Cso.H8)t59.66J (50.92) 


- 209.20 18,05 





Table 4.11 • Gram Output, Marketable Surplus and Sale: Farm-wiise (in 


Figures in parentheses refer to percentages 


Mote: Mo repurchases were found 


Land size 

Production 

Market 

ing Surplus 

Net Marketable Surplus 


Sale 


Group 

Alia- Hamir- Combi- 

habad pur , ned 

Alla- 

habad 

Hamir- 

pur 

Combi- 

ned 

Alla- 

habad 

Hami r- 
pur 

Combi- 

ned' 

Alla- 

habad 

Hami r- 
pur 

Combi- 

ned 

1. 

Less than 

32.65 31.70 64.35 

13.20 

12.20 

25.40 

13.20 

12,20 

25.40 

13.20 

12,20 

25.40 . 


£.5 

(100.00) (100.00H 100.00) 

(40.42! 

(38.40) 

(39.47) 

(40.42! 

(38.40) 

(39.47) 

(40.431 

(38,49) 

(39.47) 

• 2, 

2.5-5.00 

36.52 154.30 190.82 

18,62 

73.88 

92,50 

18.62 

73.88 

92.50 

18.62 

73,88 

92.50 



(100.00) (100.00) (100.001 

(50.92) 

(47.88) 

(48.47) 

(50.98) 

(47.88) 

(48.47) 

(50.98) 

(47,88) 

(48.48) 

3, 

5.00-7.50 

15.00 1513.90 168.90 

9.30 

84.45 

93.75 

9.30 

84.45 

93.75 

9.30 

:■ 84.45 

93,75 



(100.00) (100.00) ( 100.00) 

(62.00) 

(54.87) 

(55.50) 

(62.00! 

(54.87? 

(55.50) 

(62.00) 

(54,87) 

(55.51) 

4, 

7.5-10.00 

28.00 140.00 168.00 

17.74 

81.15 

98.89 

17.74 

81.15 

98.89 

17.74 

81.15 

98.89 



(100.00H 100.00) (100.00) 

(63.35) (57.96) (56.86) 

(63.35) 

(57.96) 

(58.86) 

(63.36) 

(57.97) 

(58.86! 

5. 

10.00-15.00 

20.12 240.833 260.95 

12.62 

138.95 

151.57 

12.62 

138.95 

151.57 

12.62 

138.95 

151.57 . 



(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 

(62.72) 

(57.69) 

(58.08) 

(62.72) 

(57.69) 

(58.08) 

(62.73) 

(57.70) 

(58.08) 

6. 

15 & above 

141.00 697.50 838.50 

99.35 

465.16 

564.51 

.99.35 

465.16 

564.51 

99.35 

465.16 

564.51 



(100.00) (100.00) (100.00! 

(70.76) 

(66.68) 

(67.32) 

(70.46! 

(66.68) 

(67,32) 

(70.46) 

(66,69) 

(67.32! 


TOTAL 

273,29 1419.53 1692,82 

170.83' 

856.34 1027.17 

169.55 

855.34 1024.89 

170.83 

856.34 

1027.17 



(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 

(62.50) 

(60.32) 

(60,67) 

(62.04) 

(60.25) 

(60.53) 

(62.51) 

(60.32) 

(60,68) 



12 i Pattern of Wheat Market ini 


Government Agencies Within the Village Outside the Village 


Alla- 

Hamir- 

Combi- 

Alla- 

Hainif- 

Combi- 

Alla- 

Hamir— 

Combi- 

Alla- 

Ham: 

habad 

pur 

ned 

habad 

pur 

ned 

habad 

pur 

ned 

habad 

pur 


1. Las s than 
2.50 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

56.72 

12,89 

41.72 

43.28 

87.11 

58.28 

100.00 

100.00 

100,00 , 

2. 2.50-5,00 

0.00 

30.06 

15.63 

49.50 

34.07 

41.37 

50,50 ' 

35.87 

42.80 

100.00 

100.00 

. 100,00 

3. 5.00-7.50 

0.00 

0.00 

9.00 

17.06 

25.17 

21.34 

82.94 

74.83 

86.66 

100.00 

100.00 

100,00 

4. 7.50-10.00 

0.00 

6.11 

6.04 

21,47 

36.06 

33.81 

78.53 

53.83 

60.15 

100,00 

100.00 

100.00 

5., 10.00-15.00 

0.00 

0,00 

0.00 

19.67 

39.73 

36.47 

80.13 

60.27 

63.53 

100,00 

100.00 

100.00 

6, 15 5 above 

0.00 

11.76 

9.95 

9.91 

31.92 

28.53 

90.09 

56.32 

61.52 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 


TOTAL 


9.20 

7.07 

23,94 

33.34 ' 

31.17 

76.06 

57,46 

61.76 

100.00 

100,00 

100.00 







; 


Tafaale 4,13- : Pattern of Paddy Marketing > Farm Size-wise jin p.tJ 


Land size 
Group 


Within the village Outside the Village Total 

Alia- Naisir- Combi- Alla- Haisir- Combi- Ai la- Hairiir- Cosbi- 

habad pur ned habad pur . ned habad pur ned 



Notes No sale to Group Agencies 




Table 4.14 ; Pattern of Gram Marketing According to the Farm Size Groups 
tin p.c.) 


Land size 

Group 

Within the village 

Outside the Village 


Total 


Alla- 

habad 

Hamir- 

pur 

Combi- 

ned 

Alla- 

habad 

Hamir- 

pur 

Combi- 

ned 

Alla- 

habad 

Hamir- 

pur 

Combi- 

ned 

1. Less than 

21.21 

85.25 

51,97 

78.79 

14.75 

48,03 

100.00 

100.00. 

100.00 

2.50 










2, 2.50-5,00 

34.91 

51.27 

47.98 

65.09 

48.73 

52.02 

100. OQ 

100.00 

100.00 

■3.:: .5,00-7.50; : 

’ 70.97 

17.17 

22.51 

29.03 

82.83 

77.49. 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

4. 7.50-10.00 

88.73 

19.10 

31.59 

11.27 

80,90 

68.41 

100,00 

100.00 

100,00 

5. 10.00-15.00 

^ 23.77 

15.83 

6.49 

76.23 

84.17 

83.51 

100,00 

100.00 

100.00 

6. 15 4 above 

12.73 

12.68 

12.69 

87.27 

87.32 

87.31- 

100.00 

100.00 

100,00 

; 1 TOTAL 

27.68 . 

18.66 

. 20.16 

72,32 

31.34 

' 79.84 

100,00 

100.00 

100.00 


Notes No sale to Government Agencies 



INCOME j, EXPENDITURE AND LIABILITIES 


of the farm household 


@ conornc 


o f A 1 1 aha ba d an d Ham i r pu r i n U, F 


are examined on the basis of income 


economi c 


expenditure they make on various head 


genera 


in terms of loan payment 


The total income of a. sample household has been arrived 


■i ere by taking, into account the income from ari cultural 


products : and its: bye-products minus cbs:t : ■''vipf ; vi> : ; turti^ya't.'i'b.n 


involved plus the income from non—aigr i cultural wo ri- 


se r v i c e 


household industry and sale proceeds from ' animal 


s :i, ri e s s 


husbandry. The total expenditure is arrived at . by adding the 


expenditure on cereals and other food and non food items as 


the expenditure incurred on housing y education 


entertainment’ and social ceremonies and 


amine d in terms 


f unctions «. The 1 iabi li ties of i'a householc 


of any amount of loans taken by the household for any purpose 


the main features of i 


o m e g e n e r at i o n 


and 1 iabi Title 


d i f f e r e n t h o .1. d i n g g r o u p 


o examined in 


The sample data yielded Rs„5608. iJ4 annual income per 


house! 


>608.84 - in A1 1 ah a bad di 




Range of Income and Distribution of Households 


total households, of Allahabad, Hami rpur and both the 


o in I , :t, ned ware classified in dif('€%©nt income groups 


•t 1 1 ; s i ze-g ra u ps of lan d h a .1 ding 


indicates that about 


i x stri but ion of house h a ids th u 


Hami rpur district and Rs.. 7264, 11 in both districts taken 
together,, The annual income per household was higher ■ in 

Ha m :i. r p u r d i s t r i c t t ha ? i t h a t i n A 1 1 a h a b at d cl i s t r i c t b e c a u » © o f 

the appearance of relatively a large number of the Farm 
Households with owning land holding s-ize of 10 acres and above 
in, Hami rpur district, which produced high valued pulses in its 
selected villages,, As. a result, the income per household was 
pushed up above in both districts taken together,, It is self- 
evident from Table 5„ 1 that the bigger the holding size, the 
higher the income per household in both districts taken 

separately or together and vice-versa,; 1 

The pattern of income generation ait household level also 
reflected in the per capita annual income. The per capita 
income had come Ra . 1303.09 in Hami rpur district as against 
Rs „ 969 ,,43 in Al lahabad district and Rs „ 1177,, 13 in both 

d i s t r i c t s , c o m b i n e d » In the 1 a n d I e s s c 1 a s s a n d . t h e h o 1 ,d i n g 
size-groups of 2.50 acres to 5„00 acres and 7,50 acres to 10 
.acres, per capita income had been higher in Allahabad district 
than what is obtained in Hami rpur district' and both districts 
taken together. The per capita income in remaining groups of 
land holding was found: to be higher in Harnirpur than in 
Allahabad or in both districts taken together. 



per cent of the total households in Allahabad. ? 36 


cent of the total households in H amir pur and 42.. 37 per cent of 


in both districts-! combined had an income 


4000 per annum. Some IS 


arned an annual income in the range of Rs . 4000-6000 


•lousehol ds 


i n e a c h , o f t h e s e . t h res s pa t.ial d :L v i s i o n s . T h e h o u s e h o 1 d s w i t h 


annual income of Rs .6000-10000 were more in Ham.ir pur 


per cent) than in Allahabad (16.66 per ' cent) 


I n b o t h d i s t r i c: t s. take n t o g e t h e r 


the proportion . of th 


t o t a 1 


HO per cent m the same range income group 


r cen t a g e a f t o t a 1 h o u. s e h olds r e c: o r 


annual 


10,000 and above was S3. 17. in Haiti rput 


income o 


cent in Allahabad and about £0 per cent, in these two combined 


households with the 


on of total land lea 


t h a n R s . 4000 co n s t i 


cent 


i n Ham i r pu r d i s 


66.67 per cent in both combined. The farm households with upto 


a n n u a .1. i n c c o m e 


No households with the holding size of 


and above were found • in this income range in any: of these 


The proportion of those in the category of .10- .,00 to 


.1 n come 


with the holding 


T h e f a r m h o u & e h o l d 


c e n t ? a fa o u, t 32 p e. 


00 acres were about 


nt of their total numbers • in the same income range 



1 1 aha bad 


mi about 


a b o u t E. 


o Allahabad 


and both combined 


4000 


Ay were m the income r 


whole, the proportion of total household 


i n c o me 


ranges was higher j.n Hamirpur district relatively to the 


Alla h a b a d d i s t r i c t e 


t h e lan d les s 1 1 a s s 


which (74.3 2. per cent) earned an income of le 


4000 in 


:> „ 3 Expenditure and Povert 


The annual expenditure per household had been R 


5493TS0 


against Rs .8164.09 in Hamirpur 


in ; Allahabad . distrist a 


district and F?s. 6598.33 in both districts taken”;,tbge : ttier ■ (Table 


The ^average expenditure per household ^;ihclicated : ' ; ah 


ing trend from Rs. 3067.04 and Rs . 3691 ,,99 in case of 


landless households to Rs. 22537. S3 and Rs.2082S.76 belonging to 


t h o s e w i t h t h e 1 an d h oldi n g s of 15 acre 


and '-above, in Hamirpur 


Thus, the same table 


district and the combined s 


wide range of variation in the irita 


annual 


consumption expenditure in these two district 


annual per rcapita. ■.tlJtp.^ridi-ture turned out to be 


i n A 1 1 a h a bad d i s t r i c 


t r i ct arid Rs . 1 154 » 92 in the agg regate : sample 


pendi ture in Hami-rpur 


indicated positive relationship with land size there?; wf 
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d d i s t r i c t an d t h e total s am pie, % h 


t r e n cl. d i d n o t 


l- l*i a vi 


capita annual 


759 ,,60, as re comm ended by the 


< 1980 85) 


estimating the population below the poverty line during 1979 


t h e n w 3. t h % h & p r i c e i n c r a a se of 


and. 1981 Sc 


cut of f point went up to Rs 874 , 92 . during 


year 


population , in the rural areas of.U.P, with a per capita annual 


penditure of Rs .874.92 in 1981H52 could be considered a* 


one living below the poverty line. Considering thi 


c r it e r i on 


ail the landless households which constituted 


cent of the total 


:<er cent 


households of Allahabad, Hamir pur and both the .districts taken 


pectively iyiere; living below . the : poverty line 


Similarly , all the households who owned marginal holding 


c e'n t . an d 


than 


ent of total households of Allahabad, Hamir pur and their 


total sample respectively below the poverty line 


1 iahabad 


roughly . 67, ,84 per cent of' the total households of 


estimated to be living below the poverty line 


diet r i ct s 


proportion ; of total population living be tow the poverty i xne 


may come out slightly higher in ail the * three place 
househo ld~-wx se per capita annual expenditure is taken 


ac count 



5 . 4 Household Saving 

The income saved by the households iri both dists.ri cts was; 
found to be very low. After subs trading ' all the annual 
expenditures from the total annual income like the expense's on. 
food and. non-food items, durables, education, medical and 
social necessities, etc. the amount saved, per household was 
Rs . 150.73 if' H am i r p u r. d i s t r i s t a g a i nr s t R s „ 1 1 3 , 6 5 i n A 1 1 a h a b a d 
district and Rs, 126,94 :i.n the aggregate sample (Table 5.4) . As 
a result, the percentage of income saved to total income had 
been higher <2.70 per cent) in Hand r pur district than the same 
in Allahabad district <2.07 per (/cent) and the - 

<1.89 per cent). in certain class of land holdings Like the 
households who were landless but operated leased- in land in 
Allahabad, Hamirpur and the total sample and those with land 
holdings of 2.50 5.00 acres in Allahabad district and total 

(sampl e ; 7 Reported" negati ve savings „ The savings by large farm 
households, i.e. -10- acres and above were highest among all 
types of households in these dist-r lets.; The same category, : of ' 
f arm . : hbus eha I ds in Allahabad district, however , saved much mare, 
than thei r counts r parts in Hami r pur di st r :i. ct and bo th combined , 

The position of household saving across the farm size'- groups 

also verifies the case of poverty that prevails among the 
landless, marginal; and small . farm- households, 


5.5 Indebtedness 

. :'f -. : \ ; ' ' ■ . ■ _ ■■■' • .. . ; :■ . : , .1 " "V ... 

,7 .,•••• .' ' , • ■ V ' \ : 1 . !-0; ' y . -f; t-' ’ 1 , .TTf' 

How many rural households are indebted and for which 
purpose those indebted take loan from different . agencies y 
characterise not only the nature and form of rural indebtedness 
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but also reflect their socio-economic condition,, The 'sample; 
households reported the extent of indebtedness and the purpose 
for which the loan was obtained, i . e „ productive and 
unproductive,, The primary data indicated .that 4S.S4 per cent 
■of the total households in Allahabad district? 45.83 per cent 
of the total in Ham ir pur district and 42-. 32 per cent of the 
total households ' in both combined were indebted. Out of these 
:i. n d a b t © d h a u s e h a 1 ds , . 3 1 ., 75 p er c e n t i n A 1 1 a h a b a d d i. s t ri el , 

28 « 97 per cent in Ham ir pur district, and’ 27.82 per cent in total, 
sample secured loans for productive purposes,, But only 13.50 
per cent of the total indebted households, of Al lahabadfev-'-s 
district, 1i6„88 per cent of total indebted households in 
Hami rpur . dist r ict and 14.41 per- cent of ; the total indebted used, 
the loans for productive purpose (see Table 5 „ 5 > „ The 

dimension of indebtedness was higher among the households with 
. smaller holdings than among those with bigger holdings in these 
districts, barring some exception; "there*. 

Of the total loans takerv for different purposes, 70.18 per 

cent of the total indebted households in Allahabad district, 

63.19 per cent of the 'indebted • households in Hamirpur district 

and 65.85 per cent of th;e:tdtsl indebted households in the 

aggregate sample used the 'loan;: for; unproductive vpur poses like 

Cun-sumption,- religious and social functions and litigation, 

etc. The percentage of households .-.using loans for un product ive 
purposes was highest among the households with smaller 

holdings. About 37 per cent of the. total landless .indebted 

households in Allahabad district, 94.60- per cent of the 

indebted landless households in Hamirpur district and 90, .43 
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per cent of the total indebted landless households utilized the 
loans for unproductive purposes. On the contrary? only £3 per 
cent of the indebted households in Allahabad district? 10 per 
cent of such households in Hamirpur district and 12.50 per cent 
of the total indebted in both combined households with .land 
size of 15 acres and above reported to heavy use of their 
loans for unproductive purposes, 

So far the utilisation pattern of the amount of loans is 
concerned? Table 5 .6 shows that 46 per cent of the total amount 
of loans was uti 1 i sed for . unproductive purpose in Allahabad 
district and 25 per cent in Hamirpur district. The farm size- 
wise' pattern of utilisation of loan shows that the households 
with no owned land? and with holding size of upto 5 acres used 
a major -part of their respective loans for unproductive 
purposes in both districts, i , e AT Xahahad and Hamirpur. Table 
4.6 shows that the households with holding size of more than .5. 
acres used a major part of their respective loans for 
productive purposes in the drought-prone district? barring, an 
exception of those which owned Tholding. size of froin 10 to 15 
acres. The households belonging to the farm size-group of 7.30 
to 10.00 acres utilised the whole amount of loan only f.or 
productive purpose in Allahabad district, while those in the 
same group belonging to Hamirpur used .about three-fourth of 
their total amount for productive purpose. • 

All this shows that a large number of the sample,: 
households .were indebted. The landless marginal an d small 
households were mostly indebt for unproductive purposes. . 


S ^nrlitHin a note 

A el „. .„d positive -lauan.hip was by and largo found 

bet „ 6a „ the level- o f incomo per b.ud.h.ld or per capita and 

,i„ of land holding - The households with bigger holding*!. had 

higher level of income per household or per capita, than what 

those With smaller holdings were found in the. sa.ple .districts. . 

Th „ level* of income per household and per capita varied from 

Rs • 4PH3 and 86* in case of the landless category to ?££*» 

and Rs , 1987 in t he case * of the ho Wing category of « acres and 

* ■ : ;'S::: : ; v : ie 1 ieh ; : * ; ifl rome 1 var iat ion was ; a 1 s o ■> 
alppye* ■' iii Allahabad districl* i' :*';> y:.' 

found in Hami r pur district- Most of the landless^ margin.! ami 
small households were in the per household income group of upto 
Rs . 4000 in both districts with a few .exception. A»a 
most of them were found below the poverty line. In this way, 
It was found that the proportion of the total households del™ 

’ : : „,-i c; about pe r cent and 34 P®>" cen ** in 

the poverty line was a-nouv «« T- 

Allahabad and Hami r pur district respectively- <^ven this 
condition , many of households which were landless ; and owned 
• , ... r «nU size of holdlings had negative or 

ma r g i n a 1 an d s ma 1 1 * - w 
.negligible saving-income ratio. 

A large number of the sample households were Kmnd 

^ indebted - Those whi ch were landless, and owned marginal 
and small holdings were indebted because- they had taken 

f o r c 0 n s u m p t i v e p u r p p .s e s . *...*•_ 

All this- indicates how the households «r* ocpnomieslly 

positioned in the drought-prone areas- . 


Table - 5.1 



Sample Households 


Income of 



Land- Sis® 

In corns 

per hems 

e h a I d . 

Income 

per. cap! 

C c). f 

Group 
(acres ) 

A 1 laha--- 
bad 

Ham i r 

pur 

Combi, 

ned 

A 1 laha- 
bad • 

Ham :i. r 

pur 

Combi.-" 
n e d 

1 » 

Landless. ■■■■;. 

4 £.23 . 04 

3039.15 

366 1 „ 45 

863.56 

606 » 19 

.'•„7 •' 

744 . 70 .. '•••;!• 

■' .'1 '£„ 

Less than 

3810.97 

3851 .64 

3827.51 

679.7.1 

731 . 93 

700.16 1 


2,. 50 







. 3 „ 

£.50 - 5.00 

' 6107.51 

5676 » 47 

5798 » HI 

1051 .06 

: 909.01 

959.05 

4. 

5 . 00 - 7. 50 

8851.07 

6895.90 

7341.82 

1494.33 

1018. 19 

1134.10 

3. 

740 10.00 

6880.21 

9014.04 

8466 . 90 

929 . 76 

1307.04 

1205. 14 J|g 

W W 

10.. 00- 15.00 

••12806.15 

12756 „ 83 

12763.47 

1164.20 

1599.04 

■ 

1554.33 

7. 

15.00 & 

16 .3 19. 6 8 

23373.. 22 

21830.26 

1 986 . 74 

2644 .03 

2512.84 


■b. ho V s 







........ 

T o t a 1 

5608 . 84 

8360 „ 1 1 

7264 „ 1 1 

969 „ 43 

1303.09 

1177,, 13 


: 







Land Size Group 





.§§ L 

If f : 

1' l 

. r ■ 1 

Districts 

Landless 

less than 
2.50 

2.50-5.00 

5.00-7.50 

7.50-10,00 10.00-15,00 .15 8 above 

1 Citai 


±\ ' ... 

f : 
|:" ■ )■ 

1 .Below 1500 










r, ■- 

: 

Allahabad 

7 (8.53) 
(35.00) 

8 (8.99) 
(40.00) 

2 (5.415 
(10.00) 

1 (7.69! 
(5.00) 

2(20.00) 

(10.00) 


— 

20 (7.94) 
1100.00) 


V 

Hamirpur 

11(14. 87) 
(47.83) 

5 (8.20) 

' (21.74) 

4 (4.26) 
(17.39! 

1 (2.27! 
(4.35) 


2 (4.44) 
(8.69) 

— 

23 (5.79! 
(100.00) 


\ ' ;• 
6 i; .. 1? 

!' 

i ■ •• " f) 

Combined 

18(11.54) 

(41.88) 

13 (8.67) 
(30.24) 

6 (4.58) 
(13.95) 

2 '(3.505 
(4.65) 

2 (5.13) 
(4.65! 

2 (3.85) 
(4.65) 

~ 

43 (6.83) 
(100.00! 


■ i 

f-.-i 1 

t \ 

2. 1500-2500 










f ■ " . I 

Allahabad 

19(23.17! 

(42;22) 

18(20.23! 

(40.00) 

6(16.21) 

(13.34) 

1 (7.69) 
(2.22) 

1(10.00) 

(2.22) 

— 

— 

45(17.66) 

£100.00) 

I 

w 1 

Hamirpur 

26(35.14) 

(50.00) 

13(21.31) 

(25.00) 

9 (9.57) 
(17-31) 

3 (6.82) 
(5.77) 

. — 


(2.00) 

(1.92) 

32(13- -0) 
(100.00) 

'.1 

'' 

Combined 

45(28.85) 

(46.40) 

31(20.66! 

(31.96) 

15(11.45) 

(15.46) 

4 (7.02) 
(4.125 

1 (2.56) 
(1.03) 

■ 1. 

(1.56! 

(1.03) 

97(14.95) 

; 1(10.00) 


1 '1 

I”;'' | 

3. 2500-4000 









' ■ 'j : 1 

1 ■ I 

- "• : h 

Allahabad 

23(28.06) 

. (35.94) 

33(37.07) 

; (51.56) 

7(18.92) 

(10.94) 

1 (7.69) 
(1.56) 

__ 

— 

— 

64(25.39) 

(100.00) 


•• ' ■ i 

V. " " 

o '■ ■..'I 

Hamirpur 

18(24.32)' 

(26.09! 

20(32.79! 

(28.99) 

22(23.40) 

(31.88) 

5(11,36) 

(7.25! 

3(10.35) 

(4.35)- 

1 (2.22) 
(1.44) 


69(17,38) 
(100.00) - 

' ‘ ! 


Combined 

41(26.28) 

(30.83) 

53(35.33) 

(39.85) 

29(22.14) 

(21.80) 

6(10.53) 

' (4-51) 

3 (7.69) 
(2.26) 

1 (1.925 
(0.75) 


133(20.49) ■ 
(100,00) 

(Contd. , . 5 


i ' ■ V 
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(Table 5.2 Contd.,) 


Land Size Group 


Districts 

Landless 

less than 
2,50 

2.50-5.00 

5,00-7.50 

7.50-10.00 10.00-15,00 15 6 above 

Total 

4. 4000-6000 









Allahabad 

14(17,07) 

(31.11) 

16(17.98! 

(35.36) 

10(27.025 

(22.22! 

4 (30.77) 
(8.89) 

1(10.00) 

(2.22) 


— 

43(17,26) 

(100,00) 

Hamirpur 

12(16.22) 

(16.44) 

9(14.75) 

(12.33) 

30(31,92) 

(41.10) 

11 (25. CO) 
(15.07) 

4(13,79) 

(5.47) 

6(13.33! 

(8.22) 

1 (2.00) . 
(1,375 

73(18,39) 

(100.00) 

Combined 

26(16.67) 

(22.03) 

25(16.67} 

(21.19) 

40(30.53) 

(33.90) 

15 (26.32) 
(12,71) 

5(12.62) 

(4.24! 

6(11.54) 

(5.08) 

1 (1.565 
(0.85) 

118(18.18) 

(100.00) 

5. 6000-10000 









Allahabad 

13(15.85) 

(30.96) 

11(12.36) 

(26.190 

6(16.22) 

(14,29) 

3 (23.08) 
(7.14) 

3(30.00) 

(7.14) 

4(57.14) 

(9.32) 

2(14.29) ■ 
(4.76) 

42(16.665 

(100.00) 

Hamirpur 

7 (9.45) 
(7.95) 

14(22,95) 

(15.91) 

22(23.40) 

(25.00) 

18 (40.91) 
(20.46) 

13(44.82) 

(14.77) 

11(24.43) 

(12.50) 

3 (6.00) 
(3.41) 

88(22.17) 

(100.00) 

Combined 

20(12.82) 

(15,33) 

25(16.67) 

(19.23! 

28(21.37) 

(21.54) 

HI (36,84) 
(16.15) 

16(41,03) 

(12,31) 

15(28.85! 

(11,545 

5 (7.81) 
(3.85) 

130(20,03! 

(100.00) 

6. 10000 + 






! y. ' : • ./ 



Allahabad 

6 (7.32) 
(16.671 

3 (3.37) 
(8.33) 

6(16.22! 

(16.67) 

3 (23.08) 

;■ (8.33) 

3(30,00) 

(8.33) 

3(42.86) 

(Lm 

12(85.71) 

(33.34) 

36(14.29) 

<100,00! 

Hamirpur 

— 

-- 

7 (7,45) 
(7.60 

6 (13.64) 
(6.52) 

9(31,03) 

1 (9.785 

25(55.56) 

(27,18) 

45(°0,00) 

(48.91) 

92(23.17) 

(100.00) 

Combined 

6 (3.84) 
(4.69) 

3 (2.00) 
(2.34) 

13 (9.93) 
(10.16! 

9 (15.79) 
(7.02) 

12(30 J7) 
(9,38) 

28(53,84! 

- (21,88) 

57(69,07) 

(44.53! 

128(19.72) 

(100.00) 


(Conte,.,) 
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Land Size Group 

Districts Landless less than 2. 50-5.00 5.00-7,50 7.50-10.00 10.00-15,00 15.4 above Total 

2.50 


7, Total 

Allahabad 82(100,00) 89(100.00) 37(100,00) 13(100.00) 10(100.00) 7(100.00) 14(100,00) 252(100.00! 

(32.54) (35.325 (14.88) (5.16) (3.97! (2.78) (5.55) (100.00) 


Hatsirpur 74(100.00) 61(100.00) 94(100,00 ) 44(100.00) 29(100.00 ) 45(100.00 ) 50(100.00) 397(100,00). 

(18.64) (15.37). (23.68) (11.08) (7.31) (11.33! (12.59! (100.00) 

Combined . 156( 100.00) 150( 100.00) 131 ( 100.005 57(100,00) 39(100.00! 52(100.00) 64(100.00 ) 649(100.00) 

(24.04) (23.11) (20.19) (8.78) (6.015 (8.01) (9.86) (100.00) 
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Table ~ 5.3 s Expenditure Per Household find Per Capita of the 
Sample Households 


Land. Size 
Croup 
(acres) 

Expenditure per 
household 

Expenditure per • 

C-3pi is 

Alla- . Hamir- 
habad pur 

Com- 

bined 

Alla- 

habad 

Hamir- 

pur 

Com- 

bined 

1. Landless 

4255.97 3067.04 

3691.99 

870.30 

620.11 

750.92 

2. Less than 2.5 

3802.22- 3847.71 

3587.39 

678.15 

731.19 

656.23 

3. 2.5 - 5.00 

6174.96 5666.83 

5810.34 

1062.67 

923.20 

' 961.06 

4. 5.00 - 7.50 

8467.16 6782.07 

7166.40 

1429.52 

1021 .96 - 

1107.01 

5. 7.50 - 10.00 

6606.68 8658.03 

8132.04 

829.80 

1255.42 . 

1157.48 

6. 10.00 - 15.00 

12300.79 12676.33 12625.78 

858,01 

1629.82 

1537.57 

7. 15 + ; L'- v; 'j 

14727.07 22537.23 20828.76 

1792.80 

2555.24 

8545.13 


5493.20 8164.09 6598.33 949.44 1272.54 1154.92 


Total 



Table - 5.4 : Savings jb£ the Sample Households 


Land Size 

Group 

(Acres) 


Savings Savings, as percentage of 

total income 

ft! la- Harair- " Com- Alla- Hatsir- Com- 

habad pur bined hafaad pur tinea 


1- landless 

-2700.00 

-2063.00 

-4763.00 

-0.78 

-0.92 

-0.84 


[-32.93! 

(-27.88) 

■ (-30.54! 




2. less than 

778.97 

239.99 

1018.96 

0.23 

0.11 

0.18 

2.5 

(8.76) 

(3.94! 

(6,80) 




3. 2.5 - 5.Q0 

-2495,27 

906.57 

-1588.70 

-1.11 

0.17 

-0.21 


(-67.44! 

(9.65). 

(12.13) 




4. 5.00 - 7.50 

4990.25 

5008.60 

9998.85 

4.34 

1.65 

2.39 

• -r- ,• : ■ . \ - V, .. - 

(383.87) 

(113.84) 

(175.42) 




.5. 7.50 - 10.00 

. 2735.31 

10324.40 

13059.71 

3.98 

3.95 

3.96 

\ - ■■■ . \ C 

(273.54) 

(356.02) 

(251.15) 




6. 10.00-15.00 ' 

3537.55 

3622.65 

7160.20- 

3.95 

0.64 

1.08 


(505.37) 

(80.51) 

(137.70) 




7.. 15 + 

■ 22296.60 

41800.05 

64096,65 

9.76 

3.58 

4,59 


(1592,62) 

(836,015 

(1001.51) 





W.B :• Figures in brackets refer the savings per household 


Total 


29143.41 -59839.23 86982.64 2.07 2.7C . 1.89 

{ 115.65 ) (150.73) (126.94) 
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Table - 5.5' : Distribution of Indebted Households 


(Households) 



Allahabad 

Kami r pur 

Combined 

Land size 

Produc- Unpro- Total 

Produc- Unpro- Total 

Produc- Unpro- Total 

group 

tive ducti- 

tive ducti- 

tive ducti- 

(acres) 

use ve use 

use ve use 

use ve use 


1. Landless 

6 

39 

45 

2 

35 

37 

8 

74 

62 


(13.33) 

(86.67) 

(100.003 

(5.40) 

(94.60) 

(100.00) 

(9.75) 

(90.25) 

(100.003 


(7.32) 

(47.56) 

(54.883 

(2.71) 

(47.30) 

(50.00) 

(5.13) 

(47.44) 

(52.57) 

2. Less than 

9 

23 

.32 

7 

V 17 

24 

16 

40 

56 

2.5 

(28.13) 

(71.88) 

(100.00) 

(29.16). 

(70.84) 

(100.00) 

(28.57) 

(71.43) 

(100.003 


(10.12) 

(25.85) 

(35.96) 

(11.48) 

(27.87) 

(39.35) 

(10.67) 

(26.67) 

(37.34) 

3. 2.50 - 5.00 

. 4 

14 

18 

12 

42 

54 

16 

56 

72 


(23.23) 

(77.78) 

(100.00! 

(22.23) 

(77.78) 

(100,00) 

(22.22) 

(77.78) 

(100.05) 


(10.81) 

(37.84) 

(48.65) 

(12,77) 

(44.68) 

(57.45) 

(12.22) 

(42,75) 

(54.97) 

4. 5.00 - 7.50 

5 

2 

7 

-■ 9 ' 


18 



25 


(71.42) 

(28.58) 

(100.00) 

(50.00) 

(50.00) 

(100.00) 

(56.00) 

(44.00) 

(100.00) 


(38.47) 

(15.39) 

(53.85) 

!20.'46) 

(20.46) 

(40.91) 

(24.57) 

(19.303 

(43.86) 

5. 7.50 - 10.00 

3 

- 

3 

9 


i3 ; 

12 

P.SA-'.-#"-'.': 

16 


(100.00) 


(100.00) 

(69.23) 

(30.77) 

(100.00) 

(75.00) 

(25.00) 

(100.00) 


(30.00) 


(30.00) 

(31,04) 

(13.80) 

(44.83) 

(30.77) 

(10.26) 

(41.03) 

6. 10.00—15.00 

4 

1 

5 

10 

6 

16 

14 

7 

21 . 


(80.00) 

(20.00) 1100.00) 

(62.50) 

(37,50) 

(100.00) 

(66.66) 

(33.34) 

(100.00) 


(57.15) 

(14.29) 

(71.43! 

(22.23) 

(13.343 

(35.56) 

(26.93) 

(13.47) 

(40.39) 

7. 15 'S above 

■:v. 3' 

• 1 

■C v ' 4 

18 

2 

■ 20 

21 


24 


(75.00) 

(25.00) 

(100.00) 

(90.00) 

(10.00) 

(100.00) 

(87.503 

(12.50) 

(100.00) 


(21.43) 

(7,15) 

(28.58) 

(36.00) 

(4.00) 

(40.00) 

(32.82) 

(4.69) 

(37.50) 


Total 

34 

. 80 

114 

t :■ 67 ■ 

115 

182 

101 

195 

296 


.(29.82) 

(70.18) 

(100.00) 

(36.81) 

(63.19) 

(100.00) 

(34.125 

(65.883 

(100.00) 


(13.50) 

(31.75) 

(45.24)’ 

(16.88! 

(28,97) 

(45.85) 

(14.413 

(27.82) 

(42.23) 


N.B. 1. The first row wise figures in brackets refer percentage of ..households using their 
loan for productive and unproductive purposes. 

2, The second raw-wise figures in brackets refer percentage of indebted households 
to total households. 



Table - 5.6 ‘ Utilisation Pattern of Loan Amount 


(Percentage) 


A1 lahabad 


Ham! r our 


Combined 


Land size 
group 


Produc- Unpro- 
tive ducti- 
uss ve use 


Total 


Produc- Unpro- Total 
live ducti- 

use ve use 


Produc- 

tive 

use 


Unpro- 
ducti- 
ve use 


Total 



1. Landless 




K 
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CHAPTER VI 

IMPACT OF DROUGHT AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME 

In drought-prone areas agriculture is a frequent victim of 
scanty but unpredx ctible rainfal l in the absence of . 
adequately assured supply of water for irrigation., ihis causes 
great hardships 'to the village people in these areas.. I he 1 if® 
of village population becomes much more hardened- at the time .ot 
drought occurrance. The people suffer from the want of iouu. 
for subsistence and from the shortage of drinking water.. 
Cattle 'suffer from the want of fodder and feeds, as a result of 
which some death tolls are also found among them,, )he 
condi t ions ; oft those,' who own • negligible land and material 
resources and primarily depend on wage employment, become much 
worse off due to lack of purchasing power., in fact, 

agriculture being the backbone of the village economy is 
a d v e r s e 1 y h i t b y t h e d r o u g h t occ u r rence a n d. s o i t h a r d e n s t 6 
r u r a 1 1 1 f e 1 e a d i h g t o a n u m her of p rob 1 e m s i n s u c: h a r e a s , 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the impact of 
drought on crop production tain el 1 ivestock in the context of ; two 
drought-prone districts of Uttar Pradesh , i » e « . Allahabad and 
Hamirpuir. Various dimensions of drinking water problem' are 
a ]. s o d i s c us s e d . :i. n t h e c o n t e x t of' t.h es e two d i s t r i c t s » . ! h e 
question of indebtedness and the impact of development 
programmes are also taken into consideration in the context of 


■n~,o< ;ra turn districts.. All these issues are examined on the 






basis of primary data collected from the sample villages be 1 on 

ging to these two districts of the state which 'are related to 

two periods, drought year of 1979 and normal year of •1981 . 

'6.1 Drought and Cultivation 

The farm households of drought-prone areas are generally 
not in position to bring all farm land under crop cult! at ion in 
a drought year,, Such situation was found in Allahabad . and 
Hamirpur in the drought year of 1979. About 90 per cent of the 
t o t a 1 .a r a a c iu 1 1 i v a t e d b y t h e f a r m h ouse holds in 1981 was 

brought under crop cultivation in the drought year of 1979 in 

these two districts taken together. The farm households 
belonging to Allahabad and Hamirpur cropped 88 „ 44 per cent and 
. 90.29 per cent of their total cultivated area of the normal 
year respectively.. This means that they did not cultivate 10 
per cent of the total crapped area of the normal year in both 
'districts taken together? while in Allahabad and Hamirpur taken 
separately, they did not cultivate in about 12 per cent and 10 
per cent of their respective total cropped area obtained in the 
normal year of 1981 . 

Table 6,1 also shows the same case in respect of all 
categories of farm households in these two districts taken 
together or separately The inter-farm household picture of 
the cultivated, area in 1979 over 1981, however, shows that the 
h o use h o I ds . w i t h sma 11 e r h o 1 d i n g .siz es had , by an d 1 a r g e r 1 e s s 
lasses in- cropped, area than those with bigger holding sizes in 
b o t h d :i s t r i c t s i n t h e d r o u. g h t yea r - w h e t h e r t h e s e dis t r i c: t s 
are taken together or separately. However, the impact of 
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c r o p pad are a d a mage, c a u s e d. b y the cl r o a ght occ u r r & nee >■■■ o c h & 
farm households with smaller holding sizes could hardly he 
compared with those with bigger holding sizes because of their 
relative differences in' the capacity to bear the impact of 
drought,. 

The proportion of the cult iated' area of the normal year 
cropped during the draught year simply shown that the farm 
households did not cultivate their all land and so a part of 
the land that could have been brought under crop cultivation 
was not cultivated during drought period. In this way, it 
measures loss in acreage cultivation due to the occurrence of 
drought. But how much of the area cultivated in the drought 

tbiild not yield p r o d u c e,re mai n s un e p 1 a in e d . ; 

Table 6.1 shows that about 30 per cent of the total area 
cultivated by the farm households belonging to these two 
districts Combined together did not yield produce in the 
drought year. In Allahabad and Ham ir pur, their respective farm 
households had about 35 per cent and 31 per cent of their total 
cultivated areas which could not yield produce. ' The proportion 
of the cultivated area yielding no produce, however, varied 
from one category of farm households to, another. * The same 
table indicates that the' households operated some land and 
those with the holding, size of upto £.5 acres had about 35 per 

cent and 37 percent of their respective cultivated areas which 
yielded no produce 'in these two districts taken together 
because of the drought- occurrence in 19/9. About o7 pet cent 
of the total : cultivated area belonging to the households with 
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holding sia of 5 to 7.5 acres did not yield produce in these 
districts in. the same year.. 

The farm households with other categories, of holding size 
could not yield produce ranging from 28 per cent to 30 per cent 
of their total cultivated areas in these two district taken 
together. An overall, picture shows that tne household-, with 
smaller holding sizes had. more of their cultivated area 
yielding no produce than what was obtained in respect of those 
with bigger holding sizes in these two combined districts in 

the drought year. 

The inter-farm household distribution of the cultivated 
area yielding no produce presents a some' what different one 
from what, is presented at the combined distirct level. I he 
whole cultivated area of the households operating some land 
yielded no . produce in Allahabad, while that of those in 
Hamirpur had no produce in 25 per cent of their total 

cultivated . area in the drought year. The households with 
holding size of 2.5 to 5.0 acres had almost their cultivated 

land yielding no produce in Allahabad but in Hamirpur they had 

• no produce in about 28 per cent of their total cultivated area 
in the same year. The households with holding size, of up to 
2.5 acres did, not have produce in 97.39 per cent 'of their total 
cultivated area while those in Hamirpur could not have produce 
in about 54 per cent of 'their total cultivated area,. The 
households falling in the rest categories of. holding size could 
not yield produce in less than 90 per cent of their toi,al 

cultivated areas in Allahabad, except in case of those with 


w i t h 
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holding size of 7 ...5 to 10.00 acres which did not get produce 
Prom 51 per cent of their total' cultivated area, But this was 
not the case in Hamirpur, because proportion of the cultivated 
area yielding no produce at the inter-farm household levd,l 
varied, from 53.35 per cent in the category of upto ,H..5 acres 
holding, size" to 34,81 per cent in the category of the biggest 
holding size,, In this way, the' households of different 
categories of. holding size show much higher proportion of their 
cultivated area yielding no produce in Allahabad than those 
belonging to. Hamirpur presents. Moreover, in Allahabad the 
farm households with smaller holding size had most of their 
cultivated area yielding no produce that those in Hamirpur 
presented. All this indicates how the occur ranee of drought 
a f f e c t, s c u 1 1 i v a t i o n i n t h e d r o u g h t - p r o n e a r e a s « 

6.2 Loss in Production 

: AgrI cultural production is adversely affected by drought 
in drought-prone areas in three ways: firstly, by making a part 
of cultivated area as follows secondly, by making a part of 
the area cultivated during drought period as non-yielding? and 
thirdly, by reducing yield' potential of the area under crops. 
As a result , both yield and production are drasti cal ly reduced 
at the time of drought in such areas. This leads to reduction 
in normal production. However, the impact of drought on 
production may not be the same at the inter-farm household 
Level within and. across the drought-prone districts,. 

Table s ‘6.2 shows that in Allahabad and Hamirpur, the farm* 
households produced about 36 per cent and 37 per cent f < ’.e ■ r 



total output . of the normal year in the drought year 
r e s p e c t i v e 1 y „ T h e . h o u s e h o 1 d s b e 1 o n g i n g to t h e s e t w o d 1 3 1 r i c t s 
taken together thus realised 36 per cent of what they produced 
in the normal year. In this- way, 64 per cent of total 
agricultural production of the normal year was not produced due 
to drought in 1979. The proportion of total agricultural 
output in 1979 over 1981 across different holding si z-e~.gr ©ups 
varied from H6 per cent to 48 per cent in Allahabad? from £4 
per cent to 4E per cent in Kami r pur, and from 30 per cent to 41 
per cent in boith districts taken together. 


6 „ 3 Loss and Sale of Cattle 

The losses in crop cultivation and production that occur® 
in a drought year, reduce household income and cause fodder 
shortage in the drought-prone areas. As a result, two things 
happen there. Firstly, peasants, specially poor peasants ami 
agricultural labourers, are compelled to sell their cattle ' for 
subsistence- income? and secondly, some of the cattle also die 
clue to the shortage of fodder and feeds., These could be 
observed in these two districts in the drought yegu . 

Let us take the sale part of cattle oy the farm) households 
in these two districts during drought period. Table w.,3 shows 
that on an average, two cat tie were sold by the farm 
households in the draught -prone districts of Allahabad, 
Hamirpur and both combined, together exclusively due to drought.- 
The value of cattle sale per household was , Rs » 1 . ‘ 1 1 „ 3'-?’ in 
Allahabad, Rs. 961,29 in Hamirpur . and Rs,, 1086,42 in both 


ustricts taken together. Among different categories 


farm 


households,- the largest number of cattle per household <4*34) 
was sold by the households with the holding size of upto 2 « 5 
acres in Allahabad? while in Ham ir pur, the households in the 
category of 5.0 to 7.50 acres of holding size had the largest 
number of cattle sale per household,. In this way, the number, 
o f c a 1 1 1 e . s a 1 e p e r h o u s e h a 1 d a c r o g $ d i f f a r e n t c a t e g arias’ o f 
holding size varied from 4.. 34 to 1 i.r, Allahabad, from 4.00 to 
1.34 in Hami rpur and from 3..06 io 1..28 in both districts taken 
together. Interestingly, the poor .peasant and <agr ictil tura.l 
labour households sold a relatively large rtunnvher of cattle but 
fetched small sum? while, peasants with bigger holding size sold 
small number of cattle but fetched bigger sum in these drought™ 
prone areas. 

The households of the drought-prone districts were not 
only forced to dispose of some of their cattle on account of 
drought but some of their cattle due to the fodder shortage 
caused by the drought. Table 6. 4 shows- that approximately two 
cattle per household, worth of Rs, 1206.59 in Allahabad, Rs ,880 
in Hami rpur and Rs. 1095.45 in both districts taken together 
were lost in the drought year of 1979. The average number - of 
cattle loss was more or less higher among the households with 
smaller ..holding size than among those with bigger holdling size 
i n t h ese, d i s t r i c t s , w h e t h e r t a k e n s e p a r a t e 1 y o r t o g e t h e r . 
Similarly, the average value of cattle loss was higher -for the 
household with smaller holding size than for those w, th bigger 
h o 1 d i n g s i z e i n . . h o t h o f t h e d r a u g h t p r a ri e d i s t r i c t s „ ■ 

The. occurrence of drought, in .1.979 caused not only cattle 




pi' one districts of the state,, The. value of assets worth of 
R s » 1 0 ' i 3 p e r h o u s e h o 3. d was s o 1 d .i n t h e s e t w a d i s t r i c t s t a k e n 
together,, in Allahabad and Ham ir pur separately,, the farm 
•households disposed, of assets worth of R.s.649.41 and about 
R s . 1 37 6 p @ r i'i o u s e hi o 1 d. r e s p e c t i v e 1 y n t h e d r o u g h t y e a r ., T h e 
poor peasant, (upto 2.5 acres of holding) and agricultural' 
labour households suffered most in this regard, because being 
small assets — ho 1 ding , they sold significantly higher value of 
assets per household, than what the households with, bigger 
holding ' 'size did in these districts in the drought year. 

6 .,/•!• Indebtedness 

The occurrence of drought traps the village people into 
the fold of indebtedness in dr ought- prone areas because of crop 
failure and decline in agricultural production and the loss and 
sale of cattle and other assets. In order to meet the basic 
s o c i o—e c on bvi'd,. c, regui r erfients , they are compelled to Lor i ow 
m oney f r o m d i f f erent sources. 

The village mahajans were the major source of borrowing in 
the drought — prone villages at, the time Of drought . (able 
fShows that the farm households, belong, ing to Allahabad' and 
Hamirpur borrowed about 68 per cent and 75 per cent of th.tr 
total borrowed amount from the village Mahajans «... money 
lenders) in the drought year. The households belonging to 
both districts taken together had 73 per cent of their total 
borrowings from the village money lenders. A major part of the 

total borrowings from them was taken at the exurberant interest 

.,. | _ hnU a Thp friends and relatives we sc 

rate of 24 per cent and above. 


W-" 1 ■ dtk 




e c o n d m ajar so u r c e d f fa o r rowing, T h e h o u s e h o 3. d s b o r r o w e d 


about 11 


per cent and 19 per cent of their total 


borrowed amount belonging to Allahabad, Ham ir pur and both of 


t h e m c a m b ine d i n the d r o u g h t year, M a t 1 e 


of the total amount borrowed from them was given to the farm 


at the interest rate of 24 per cent, and above, A 


amount wa 


bo r r owed 


no use ho It 


cooperative societie 


in the drought-prone 


proportion of total amount borrowed by the farm household 


the nationalised banks varied from 20 per cent in Allahabad to 


about 


per cent in Hamirpur. In this way, it was only 6„43 


per cent of the total amount borrowed from the banks in hot) 


districts taken together 


shows how the farrn households were trapped into 


the exploitative fold of the village Nahajans who lent mom*y 'to 

them at the exurberant rate- of interest per . annum in the 

- .9 ■ y" .v c v " 


Sources of Drinking Mater 


T r a d :i. t i o n a 1 w © 1 1 


a r e g e n e r a. 1 1 v the m aj or source of s 


fhe other 


prone 


sources of drinking water supply are also found there such • a 


1 a k e /pa n d .< c an a 1 


But they are not 


x g n if i cant 


from the point of view, of .drinking water supp 


fable 6,6 s h o w 


c; e ri t o f t h e t 


A 1 i a 3'! a ba d 


c e n t o f 


eho 3. di; 


Hamirpur district and 93,22 per cent of them in both- the 


t riots' taken together depended. on the well 


drinking water requirements. There were wells constructed by 
the rich households for their individual use but . such 


indi v :i. dual 

w e 1 1 s a i" e 

very un 

c. o mm o n i n d 

r o u g h t 

-• p 

r o n e 

■ d. x s 
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c am a I , 

pond/ lake , 

c a 1 1 e c t i 

vc tap 

an d t h a 

i n d i v ;i. 
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a 1 

t a p , 

T h e 
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o f h o u s 

e h o 1 ds 
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e i. t h § 
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c o 3. 

l a c t i 

v e o r 

j, n d i v i d ua 1. 

const i tut, 

e d 1 e s s 

t ban h a 1 f 

p e r c 

en 

t of 

the 

t o t a 1 

households 

in both 

d i s t r i 

c t s , 1 h e 

ffia j o r 


cons 

1 1 " a i n 

t i n 

providing 

portable 

wa t e r 

t a t h e p e 

o p 1 e. 

of 

d r 

ouqh i: 

-- p r on e 


districts was. the high cost involved in digging wells or boring 
tube well's. Some of the households/ poor and scheduled caste 
arid tribe depended on lale/pond for their drinking water 

/S U:P i iy. /:■ .C 


6 , 6 Access to Drinking Mater 

Most of the households depended on wells for their 
drinking water requirements. In every village, the 'number of 
wells were found according to the population size of the 


village. Generally the wells were constructed and used on the 


caste community basis. Therefore, each community possessed its 
own well located at the point of easy accessibility to 'the 
respective castes . The other sources of drinking, water were 
either located at few points in the villages such as taps 
collective or outside the villages like river, canal and 
pond/ lake etc. Thus the people had to move outside of. their 
households also for fetching drinking water,, "fable 6,7 shows 
that 55.95 per cent of the total households in All ah a bad 


J 
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district, 47,35 per cent in Hamirpur district and 50,6? per 
cent in the total s a m p 1 e t r a v e .1 1 e d less t h a n h a 1 f K m . ' to f e t c h 
drinking water. The households covering the distance of half 
Km. to one Km. constituted 24, £1 per cent in Allahabad 
district, 23.4 3 per cent in Hamirpur district arid 23.73 per • 
cent in the aggregate sample. Even 8,94 per cent of the total 
• h o u s e h o 1 d s i n A 1 1 a h a b si a d i s t r i c t , 5.54 p e r c e n t i n H a m i r p u r 
district and 6 . 47 per cent in aggregate sample covered the 
distance of 1,5 Kms. to 2 Krrts . and above to fetch drinking 
water. Thus drinking water, one of the basic needs of the 
human being. was not easily accessible, to the people in the 
dr ought '-prone districts of the state, 

6 . 7 Involvement of Family Members in Fetching Water 

The accessibility of the households to the drinking water 
source's was not in the drought-prone districts, as most of the 
households were depended on the conventional sources of 
drinking water, i»e«, well. Wells were mostly located out of 
the houses. Therefore, some of the family members 'were 
involved in getting, drinking water. Since the male members of 
the households were engaged in agriculture or in other 
activities, the main responsibility of arranging arinking water 
■from the aval lab l.e sources fell on the females. Table 6.8 
indicates that in the total population of all households, 85.35 
per cen t f a ma 1 e s i n A 1 1 a h a ba d d i s t r i e t , 90 . 3 1 p e r c e n i, f e male's 






we r e r e s p o n s i b 1 e f o r a r r a n g i n g d r i. n k i ri g wale r 


b r j. n g i n g d r i n k i ri g wa t e r c o ri s t i t u t e d 



•iso 


the total population in Allahabad district, 7. 11 per cent in 
H a m i r pur d :i. § t r i c t a n d 9 ,, 6 7 p e r c. e n t in t h e a g g r e g a t e s a m p 1 e „ 
The children involvement was leasts However ,• about 3 per cent 
of children to total population were fetching drinking water in 
Ham.irp.ur district and the same was not significant in 
A1 lahahad „ 


6 ., 8 Development Programmes and Benef i ciar ies 

The drought occurence is a. recurring kind of problem in 
the areas, where the monsoon is erratic with scanty rains,,' In 
order to face and cope with this natural challenge, the 
government implemented various development programmes which 
included the provision of assets and skills’, financial 
assistance and short-term employment opportunities. The sole 
objective behind the implementation of these programmes was 
! h a t t h e v i 1 1 a g e pe o p I e , parti cu 1 arly t h e 1 a n d 1 e s s , m a r g ina 1 
and small peasants who are most hit during the drought year, 
would be benef it ted and their economic cond.i ti on s could he 

■ --- ■> . ~ ... ' Y, I.’'; y . ■ V: •, -v,.,' -i ■ 

elevated to .face "the ^adversaries ; of ' 'the draught,. The -data 
collected in this regard in the districts did not . demonstrate 
promising situation. Out of the total sample households 
■surveyed ■ only 35.1?2 per tent in Ai lahabad, .49.,, 3 7 per cent in 
Hamirpur district- and thus 44., 07 per cent in both of the 
districts were benefited from any of the , twelve listed, 
development programmes during the last ten years, ending 1982, 
Table 6,9 indicates that the proportions of the total number of 

households benefited from the programmes were about 36 per cent 

* 

in Allahabad, 49 per cent in Hamirpur and 44 per cent, in both 


12 1 


of the districts combined. Though these schemes did not 
provide any permanent asset or skill 'to fight the drought but 
served as' a short term relief to the bo us eh aids during the 
dr a ught year . 

The programmes launched for the development of minor 
irrigation facilities benefited only 5.56 per cent of- the total 
households in Allahabad df istrict, 3.23 per cent in Hamirpur 
d i s t r i c t a n d 4 „ 1 6 p e r c a n t i n b o t h d i s t r i c t s t a k e n t o g a t he r . 
The scheme- for agricultural dealopment in the form of loan for 
agricultural practices and agricultural inputs benefited to the 
n e g 1 i g i b 1 e p r o p or t i, o n o f t h e t o t a 1 h o u s eh o 1. d s t o t h e e x t e n t o f 
only 1.99 per cent i-n Allahabad district, 2. 32 per cent in 
Hamirpur district and 2.33 per cent in both districts taken 
together. The scheme of dry land farming which is taken to be 
most suited for agriculture in the dr ought -prone areas received 
so little attention as only 0.26 per cent of the households in 
Hamirpur district and 0.16 per cent of the households in the 
total sample adopted this farming technique . Not a single 
household in Allahabad district reported to have been benefited 
from this programme. Similarly, the programme of animal 
husbandry which is o.ne of the: most recommended alternatives to 
provide income and employment other than cultivation remained 
neglected; as only 1 .99, per cent households in Allahabad 
district, 3.53 per cent in Hamirpur district and 2*93 per cent 
in both ■ of the district received benefit under, the' - animal 
husbandry deelopment programme... Table 6.9 indicates that 
quite a negligible proportion of the total, households .wur-; 


benefited from the other development programmes in these 
d i s t r i c t s „ 

The proportion of farm households benefited from different 
development programme's, across different holding size-groups, as 
■presented in Table 6.9? shows, that the households with bigger 
holding size were •benefited more from the development 
programmes than • those with small, holding size in the drought" 
pro n e d i s t r i c t s o f t h e s % a t e . F o r i h s t a n - a, a g r i c u 1 t u r a 1 
households with some land, varying from about 26 per cent to 27 
p e r c e n t o f t h e i r t o t a 1 n u m b e r r e c e i v e d b e n e f i t % f r o m t h ese 
programmes in the districts during the last decade, ending 
T982n. Similarly, the households with -marginal and small size 
of land, holdings, varying from 37 fier cent t© 40 pert-f pant: ■■ ;.c>f 
their respective total number, were benefited from the 
development programmes in these districts, during the last 
decade. But those with holding size of 7.50 to 10 acres and 
above, "varying;- f/om 7 43 f ! p©r cent te 7S> per . cent of their 
respective ■ tot'al number were benefited from the programmes in 
the drought-prone districts, of t'he state. ’ All this clearly 
indicates that the households with bigger holding size were 
more benefited than those with smaller holding size during 'the' 
last decade ending 1982 in these districts, 

6,9 Concluding Motes 

Erratic behaviour of rains and lack of an assured supply 
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the people multiply;. Cattle also loose life 
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becomes common, in th 


The people have to put in their, hard; labour for 


They are also trapped into the 


water 


•ex plot itati ve fold of indebtedness 


development efforts to improve the socio-economic conditions of 


the ag.r iciultural and poor peasant household? 


But the development, prog rawies launched by the Government 


d o n o t b e n e f i t t h e m a 1 1 


particularly those who are ''economically. 


poor in drought— prone areas. This is all that is evidenced 
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Table -6.1 s Cultivated Area During Normal And Drought Years By the 
sample Households '? According to Farm Size Groups 



Allahabad 


Hamirpur 


Combined 



Total cultiva- 

Culti- 

Total cuitiv- 

Culti- 

Total culti- 

Culti- 


ted area 

vated 

area 

a ted area 

vated 

area 

vated area 

vated 

area 

Land size 

Normal Drought 

yield- 

Normal Drought 

yield- 

Normal Drought 

yield- 

groups 

year year 

ing no 

year year 

ing 

year year 

ing 

(acres! 

1981 1979 

produce 
in dro- 
ught 
year 

1979 

1981 1979 

Re- 

produce 

1981 1979 

no 

produce 


6. 10.00 - 15.00 


560.27 508.14 140.36 
(100.00? (87.57) (27.63) 


110.65 

(24.81) 


69.27 

( 100 . 00 ) 


62.07 

(89.61) 


29.71 : 
(47.87) 


511.00 446.07 
(100.00) (87.30) 


15.00 i above 


259.04 62.85 

(97.01) (24.27) 


1217.80 1122.80 
(100.00! (92. 20) 


345.39 

(30.77) 


1484.84 1381.84 
(100.005 (93.075 


408.24 

(29.55) 


267.04 

(100.005 


8.70 

(100.005 


8./Q 4.30 

(100.00) (49.43! 


19.19 

( 100 . 00 ) 


13.00 

(67.755 


3.25 

(25.005 


27.89 

(100.005 


21.70 
(77.? 


7.55 

(34.50) 


2. Less than 2.5 


104.18 

( 100 . 00 ) 


97.39 19.30 115.77 101.02 54.09 219.95 

(93.49! (19.82) (100.00) (87.26) (53.55) (100.00) 


198.41 

(90.21! 


73.39 
(36. .99) 


3. 2.50 - 5.00 86.43 86.38 21.72 334,58 310.80 79.90 421.01 397,18 101,62 

(100.00) (99.95) (25,15) (100,00) (92.905 (25.71! (100,00) (94.34) (25.59) 


4. 5.00 - 7.50 

5. 7.50 - 10.00 


57.14 10.71 248.44 216.38 90.06 305.87 273,52 100.77 

(99.50) (18.75) (100.00) (87.10) (41.635 (100.00) (89.43? (36.85) 

63.26 14.50 237.45213.37 66.19 361.24 276.63 60.69 

(51.11) (22.93) (100.00) (89.86) (31.03) (100.00) (76.58) (29.17) 


57.43 

( 100 . 00 ) 


123.79 

( 100 . 00 ) 


N.B ! (i) The second column-wise figures in brackets refer percentage to the first 

column. 

(ii) The third column-wise figures in brackets refer percentage to the second 

column. 


716.84 

( 100 , 00 ) 


633.98 163,09 2684,23 2423.44 749.53 3401. 07 3057,42 912.62 
(88.44) (25.73) (100.00) (90.29) (30.93) (100.00) (89.90! (29.655 
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Ta&le - 6.2 : Value of Agricultural Production During Normal And 

Drought Years j. According to Farm Size Groups ^ 



Allahabad 

Haai rpur 

Combined 

Land size 

Value of 

Value 

of 

Value of 

groups 

production 

product 

iiSri 

production 

(acres) 








Normal 

Drought 

Normal 

iiraugh £ 

Normal 

Drought 


year 

year 

year 

year 

year 

year 

1. Landless 

10546.00 

3010.00 

5780.00 

2000.00 

16326.00 

5010.00 


(100.00) 

(28.55) 

(100.00) 

(34.61! 

(100.00) 

(30.69) 

2. Less than 

133609.50 

48968.00 

65273,25 

15460,00 

198882.75 

64428.00 

2.50 

(100.00) 

(36.65) 

(100.00) 

(£3.69) 

(100.00) 

(32,40) 

3. 2.5 - 5.0 

123693.90 ' 

59250,92 

185060.50 

67691.00 

308754.40 

126941.92 


(100.00) 

(47.91) 

(100.00) 

(36.58) 

(100.00) 

(41.125 

4. 5.00 - 7.50 

851011.00 305221.00 

153084.75 

42279.00 1004095.75 

357500,00 


(100.00) 

(35.87) 

(100.00) 

(27.62) 

(100.005 

(34.61) 

5. 7.50 - 10.00 

64268.00 

16100.00 

165747.00 

53933.00 

230015.00 

70033.00 


■ (100.00) 

(25.06) 

(100.00) 

(32.54) 

(100.005 

(30.45) 

6, 10.00-15.00 

71849.50 

18509.00 

317265.00 109661.00 

389114.50 

128170.00 


(100.00) 

(25.76) 

(100.00) 

; (3.4.57) 

(100,00) 

(32.94) 

7. 15 4 /above 1 

211627.94 

72216.00 ■ 

722417.00 305991.00 

934044.94 

378207.00 


; (100.00) 

(34.13) 

(100.00) 

(42.36! 

(100.00! 

. (40.501 

Total 

’ 

1466605.84 523274.92 1614627.50 597015.00 3081233.34 1120289/72 


(100,00) 

(35,68) 

(100.00) 

(36.985 

(100,00). 

(36.36) 


N.B i Figures given in brackets refer percentage of drought year 
production to the normal year production. 


Table - 6.3 r Average Number And Value of Cattles Sold By 
Households During the Drought Year: According 
to Farm Size Groups. 


(Number/Rs. 1 


Land, size 
groups 
(acres) 

Allahabad 

Hamirpur 

Combined 

Aver- 

age 

num- 

ber 

per 

hous- 

ehold 

Aver- 

age 

value 

per 

house- 

hold 

Aver- 

age 

num- 

ber 

per 

hous- 

ehold 

Aver- 

age 

value 

per 

house- 

hold 

Aver- 

age 

num- 

ber 

per 

house- 

hold 

Aver- 

age 

value 

per 

house- 

hold 

1, Landless 

1.53 

752.34 

1.75 

800.00 

1.68 

778.69 

2. Less than 2.5 

4.34 

500.00 

1.34 

1225.00 

2.94 

865.50 

3. 2.5 - 5.00 

1.00 

500.00 

2.63 

668,34 

1.78 

583,17 

4. 5.00 - 7.50 

2.00 

1500.00 

4.00 

968,75 

3.06 

1230.38 

5. 7.50 - 10.00 

1.00 

1600,00 

1.50 

862.50 

1.28 

1203.25 

6. 10.00-15.00 

2.00 

1802.20 

2.67 

1148.34 

2.38 

1476.27 

7. 15 4 above 

2.86 ' 

1822.98 

2.81 

933.34 

2.94 

1398.20 

Total 

2.19 

1211.39 

2.23 

961.29 

2.26 

1086.42 



Table - 6,4 : Loss of Cattle and Sale of Other Assets During Drought Year: 
According to Farm Size Groups 


Loss of Cattle 


Allahabad Haaiirpur Combined 


Average sale of other 
assets 


Land size Avera- Avera- Avera- Avera- Avera- Avera- Alla- Hamir- Combined 

Groups ge Nu- ge va- ge Mu- ge va- ge Mu- ge va- habad pur 

(acres) mber lue mber lue mber lue 


1 . 

Landless 

3.00 

676.79 ■ 

2.67 

933.34 

2.85 

804.66 

578.30 

648.29 

609.98 

2. 

Less 

than 2.5 

4.00 

3040.00 

2,80 

978.39 

3.38 

2012.20 

629.78 

794.45 

713.11 

3. 

2.5 - 

■ 5.00 

2.00 

1565.00 

1.34 

1100.00 

1.65 

1339.50 

800.06 

3365,00 

2082.51 

4. 

5.00 

- 7.50 

2,00 

1550.00 

~ 

~ 

2.00 

1550,00 

767.29 

225.00 

495.15 

5. 

7.50 

- 10.00 

1.00 

800.38 

1.50 

912.50 

1.30 

857.45 

758,28 

884.37 

820.32 


128 


Table - 8.5 8. Proportion of total Loans Frfflg &i££ereiit Source fit Di fferent Interest Rates 
By The Sample Households, 


(per cent) 


Sources of 
Loan 


Less than 8 : 

per cent . 8 - 14 per cent 


14 - 20 per cent 24 per cant & above 


Total 


Alla- Hand r- Coir" ~^ r " Sad bid habad ^ 

habad pur binsd habad pur famed habad pur bined naoaa v - 


. n?? n , 7 __ - - 23.13 11.20 14.25 76.87 88.58 85.59 67.66 75.22 73.36 

1. Village tanajan ■ — 0-22 0-87 

— 20.07 ' 1.91 6.42 

2, Bank 42.86 - 33.34 57.14 100.00 66.67 ~ 


3. Co-operative 
Society 

4. Friend and 
Relative 


- 100.00 — 87.72 — 100.00 12.2B 


— 0.8t 1.91 1.83. 


— — 2Q.72 17.53 100.00 79.28 82.48 11.46 20.93 t8.^8 


Total 


7.15 0.18 2.04. ; 9 


; B 3.47 5.0? 17.57 12.43 13.95 45.75 83,74 78.94 100.00 100.00 100.00 


1 ; M’ 


sfe 
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Table 6,6 : Di stribution of Households 
According t o Different So- 
urces of Drinking Wa ter 


(Household) 


Sources 

Ai lahabad 

Ham i r pu r 

Combined 

1 . River 

>n. 

(1.98) 

3 1 

(7,81 ) 

36 

( 5 , 35 > 

2. Canal 

1 

(0.40) 

1 

CG.E5) 

2 

(0.31) 

3. Well 

243 

(96.4E) 

362 ' 
(91.19) 

’ V 

605 

(93.22) 

4, Pond/ Lake 

1 

(0.40) 

E 

(0.50) 

3 

(0.46) 

5. Tap (co- 
llective) 

1 

(0.40) 

'j 

(0.25) 

2 

(0.31) 

6, Tap (Dome- 
stic ). 

1 

(0.40) 

- 

1 

(0.15) 

Total’ 

: ' . 252 .’ ■ 

(100.00) 

v3$5* V; 

(100.00) . 

649 

(100.00) 


Table ~ 6.7 s S patial D i stribution of 
Households aith Diffe- 
rent sources of Drinking 
Hater : Fans Size-wise 


(Household) 

D't s tan ce 

Alla- 

Ham i r~ 

Com- 

( KffiS . ) 

habad 

pur 

bined 

1. Less than 

141 

188 

329 

0.50 Kms . 

(55.95) 

(47.35) 

(50.69) 

2. 0.5 - 1.00 

61 

93 

154 


(24.21 ) 

(23.43) 

(23.73) 

3. 1.00- 1.50 

30 

94 

124 


(11. 90 ) 

(23.68) 

(19, 11) 

4. 1.50-2.00 

6 

8 

14 

/ , . oy < , 

(2.38) 

(2.02) 

(2,16) 

-TV Vl, 

;.T L V ,; V 

• .6 

5. 2 Kms.' and 

14 

14 

28.1 

above 

; 

(5-56) 

(3.52) 

(4.31) 

7).; , %'l V tl ^ 



. 


Total 

252 

397 

649 


( 100.00) 

(100.00) 

(100.00) 


Table 6.8 s S ex-wise Distribu t ion of 

Famil y M e mbers in Fetch- 
i ng Drinking ' Water'. 



Person 

A1 Ib~" 
frcifa&d 

Hami r- 
pur 

Com- 

bined 

i. 

Males 

206 

( 14. 13) 

181 

(7.11) 

387 
( 9 . 67 ) 

S u 

Females 

•1244 

(85.33) 

2300 

(90.31) 

3544 

(88.49) 

3. , 

Chi 1-d fen 

8 

(0.54) 

66 

(2.60) 

74 

(1.85) 


Total 

TiSTBoT 


(lS0?00i 


N.B* Is Figures; lis* brackets, refer ...to 
r ^entage of total-. . ; ivi! ■ d'; 


Table - 6,9 : Total Number of Households Benefited Under Different Development Programmes/Schemes 

(Household) 


Programe/Scheme 



House 

sites 

Animal 

Husban- 

dary 

Soil Dry 
Conser- Land 
vation Farming 

Crop 

Loan 

Revenue Food for Minor 
Suspen- work Irriga- 

sioti progra- tion 
mme 

Loan fat- 
other 
agricul- 
tural 
practices 

Agricul- 

tural 

Input 

Distri- 

bution 

Scheme 

for 

Rural 

Industry 

Other- 

sources 

Total 

Landless 












Allahabad 

1 

(1,22) 

1 

(1.225 

- 

- 

16 

(19,525 

- 

- - 

- 

- 

.3. 

(3.66) 

21 : 
( 25 , 61 ) 

Haisirpur 

(6.79) 

(E.fl) 

- 

- 

(ll?2H) 

■ - 


- 

-• 

(ll36) 

U??03) 

Combined 

6 

(3.851 

3 

£1.931 

- 

7 : 

28 

(17,95) 

- 


. ~ . 


7 4 ■; ;; 

(2. 57) 

7-7:41' - 

"( 26 . 29 ): 

Less than 
2.5 












Allahabad 

3 

(3.371 

2 

(2.25) 

_ 

- 

15 

(16.86) 

8 2 
(8.99) (2.25) 

1 

(1.13) 

- 

2 

(2.25! 

33 

(37.08) 

Hamirpur 

4 

(6.56! 

1 ' : 

.(1.64) 

4 

(6.56) 

;■ >• 

3 9 

(4.92) (14.76) 

* . -''V. 

2 

(3.28! 

7.;,-: .7 

- 

7 

< f .64? 

- 24 
(39.35) 

Combined 

7 

(4.67) 

3 

(2.00) 

4 

(2.67) 

y i * S- 

r-A <>£ 

.y- ;, 'r -7> : 

3 . 24 
(2.00) (16.00) 

a 

(5.34) 

(2. 4 67) 

1 

(0.67) 

■■ ' . 

3 

(2.00) 

, 57 
(38.00) 

2.5 - 5,00 
A1 lahabad 

1- 

(2.71) 

1 

(2,71) 


3 

( 8 . 11 ) 

14 
(2,71) (10.81) 

■>. .7 - 

5 

(13.52) 

■, .. ■ 

■’ < V 

’ . .. V' ■' 

,. ; 7 > 7 y 


■ : •• h ' 

15 

(40.54) 

Hamirpur 

2 

(2.13) 

1 

(1.07) 

10 1 
(10.64)- (1.07) 


6 11 

(6.39) (11.71) 

1 

(1.07) 



1 

(1.07) 

4 

(4.26) . 

37 , 

(39.37) 

Combined 

3 

2 

10 1 

3 

7 15 

6 

- 

- 

1 

4 

52 


( 2 . 29 ) ( 1 . 53 ) ( 7.645 ( 0 . 77 ) ( 2 . 29 ) ( 5 . 35 ) ( 11 . 45 ) ( 4 . 58 ) 


(0.77) (3.06) (39.70) 



(Table 6.9 Cantd...) 









Programme/Scheme 






House 

Animal 

Soil 

Dry 

Crop 

Revenue Food for Hinor Loan for 

Agrieul- Scheme 

Other 

Total 



sites 

Hus ban- 

Censer- 

Land 

Loan 

Bus pen- 

work 

Irriga- other 

tural for 

sources 





dary 

vat ion 

farming 


sion 

progra- 

tion agricul- 

Input Rural 












iural 

Distri- Industry 












, radices 

but ion 



4. 

5.00-7.50 













Allahabad 

- 

1 


- 

- 

2 

- 

11 

- 


5 ' 




(7.70) 




(15.39) 


(7.70) (7.70) 



(38.47) 


Hamirpur 

3 

8 

1 - 

- 


3 

6 

3 

- 

- 

23 



(6.82) 

(18.19) 




(6.82) 

(13.64) 

(6.82) 



(52.28) 


Combined 

. 3 

9 

- 


- 

5 

6 

4 1 



' 28 



(5.27) 

(15.79) 




(8.78) 

(10.53) 

(7.02) (1.76) 



■ (49.13) 

5. 

7.50-10.00 













Allahabad 

. 

.. 



: 'l 7 

: T V : ; 3- :: 

7'.- 

■ - ' 1 


;'7. . 

5 







(10.00) 

(30.00) 


,•(10.00) 



(50.00) 


Hamirpur 

2 

- 

ii 

• - 

1 

5 

- 

5 1 

/ r ' ■■■'■ 77 7 ' ; 

-l.'.ll.'. 

25 



(6.90) 

. 

(37.94) 

L-’ ; 

(3.45) 

(17.25) 


(17.25! (3.45) 

v'- - ' f- 

'LL. : v ; i .fi , L. ■' 'LL' ; 


(86.21) 


Combined 

2 . 

- 

ii 

- J ' 

• £ 

8 

• 7: 

' J : 14; ' ' ' ■' 

: 5 2 

_ _ 


30 



(5.13) 


(28.21) 

i‘v, *7 

(5.13) 

(20.52) 

(12.82) (5.13) 

. . ■ 

vl- ' . 

7:v, . 


(76.93) 

6.. 

10.00-15.00 




* r x 

'-4 './■■■ y 

■' ■./' '-fly, V 

7, .77'. 


■ ;-.7'- g 

; ;-77 7 -7 . ' V ; 

L L 



Allahabad 

- 

- 

- 


1 

" 4 

■"\+\ ■ V, 

- V; 7"-, 

- L. : L7'.L:L" 

. - ■ ' 

' 5 







(14.29) 

(57.15) 





(71.43) 


Hamirpur 


v '2: ;■ 

L 8 

- 

1 

20 

i. • ■ 

'■■■■■ v; : 2 : E 

-'lL-Ll L/L- - ; 

- 

. 35 



(1.45) 

(17.78) 


(2.23) 

(44.45) 


(4.45) (4.45) 



(77.78! 


Combined 


2 

8 


2 

24 


2 i : 2 



40 




(3.85) 

(15.39) 


(3.85) 

(46.16) 


<3.85! (3.85) 



(76.93) 










LL - ; 
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(Table 6,9 Ccmtd,..! 


Prograiwite/Scheae 

House ftniaal Soil Dry Crop Revenue Food for Minor Loan for . Agricul- Scheme Other Total 

sites Husban- Conser- Land Loan. Suspen- work Irriga- other tural for sources 

dary vation. Fanning sion progra- ,tion agricul- Input Rural 

wise tural Distri- Industry 

practices bution 


7. 15.00 S ahove 


Allahabad 


“ • 


*'•* ’ 

“ 

6 

(42.86) 


- 

“* . 

— 



6 

( 42 . 86 ) 

Haairpur 


- 

6 

( 12 . 00 ) 

- 

- 

18 

(36.00) 

4 

( 8 . 00 ) 

2 

(4.00) 

1 

( 2 . 00 ? 

5 

( 10 . 00 ) 

1 

( 2 . 00 ) 

~ 7 

97 

( 74 , 00 ) 

Combined 

- 

. - : 

6 

(9.38) 

- 

- 

24 

(37.50)' 

4 

(6,25) 

2 

(3,13) 

1 

(1.57) 

5 

(7.82) 

1 

(1.57! 

~ 

( 67 . 19 ) 

v 8 . Total : ■ 

T Allahabad 

(1.99) 

5 ■. 

(1.99) 

/■LV.'rl.y 

L-'/l 

5 

(1.99) 

16 35 

(6.35! (13.89) 

: '.-yi42 ; 7 

(5.56) 

:4‘ 

(1,59) 

: : 

(0,40) 

'.(f. 

5 

(1.99) 

90 

(35,72) 

Hamirpur 

16 

(4.03) 

14 

(3.53) 

39 

(9.33) 

1 

(0.26) 

2 

(0.52) 

55 

(13,86) 

38 

(9.58) 

13 

(3.28? 

5 

(1.261 

5 

( 1.26) 

2 

(0,51) 

6 

(1.52) 

196 y : 7 
(49.371 

Combined 

21 

(3.24) 

- 49 
(2.93) 

39 

< 6 . 01 > 

1 

(0.16) 

(1.08) 

71 

(10.94! 

73 

(11.25! 

27 

(4.16) 

9 

(1,39) 

7 6 

(0.93) 

(0.31) 

IT 

(1.70) 

286. 

(44.07 


N.B. s Figures in brackets refer percentage of the total households in respective land size groups. 



CHAPTER VII 


CGfvSLUSIOWr 

CONCLUSIONS 


The drought-prone area development programme was launched, 
in India during "1974-75 with an objective to bring about 
improvement, in the socio-economic: lot of Landless Labour, 
marginal and small farmers™ The emphasis was laid ' to secure 
optimum utilisation of land, water, livestock and manpower 
resources and restore proper ecological balance with a avowed 
objective of reducing . the severity of drought,, 

Six districts vis. Allahabad, Mirzapur, Varanasi y Banda, 
'Hamirpur and Jalaun were identified as the drought— prone 
districts of the state. In these districts, 40 blocks and. 614 
villages were selected for the implementation of the drought- 
prone areas development programme. Thus, nearby fifty percent 
of the total geographical area of identified dr ought- prone 
districts was covered uner the DPAP. With the i dent i f :i. c vat i on 

of same more districts as drought-prone in 1980-81 and 1983-84, 

; : : . ■■ 

the covera'g.j8 of the programme was extended to 63 blocks of 10 

: • . ’ o'- ; : r k o': - ,.;■■■ v , ; 

d i s t r d 1 1 s- . 


The - main objective of the study was to analyse the 
existing socio-economi c conditioner of the people in • drought- 
prone areas. It was expected that such study would provide not 

only baseline data and -certain basic information about the 

■people and area but a realistic basis for evaluating the impact 
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t, 

a# 


■ 4 % 


. , -i a n r p x n for m u 1 a tin g 

of various programmes and help am. y 

, . ,. P these areas . AllahaDaa and 

sound development schemes of th..„- . . ..... , 

, , elected, m these two dxsurxuls. 

Ham ir pur were the dxsuxcts — 

, - a .<? !■- it, p ri the coverage or 

bloks, 1® Villases and 659 household,. - 

....,-t n f the total households of 

the study. thus, «*» ouna tu - 

_ . -,,- tpr] a? samo le »9 

. r \ \ P WBfB 'a t: i. & l ~ *-• « u “• 

the drought-prone .are«s ot " 

... es„ The major finds 

t wi u - 1 inn so c io-e cononri t p* -• J 

examine the exisuns 

of the study were as under. . 

■ , .rtorieticvas revealed by • the 

The socio-economic, charac ve i x - v * - •' 

. ., s „ „ ,.. i n d i c a t e d t It a t t f 1 e 

, • • ... t n nin< a v j. .1 i«?.y k **' 

data pertaining U> ni.nu 1 

_ laraeiv depended upon agriculture as 4 

' n e o p 1 e 1 n t lx e s e • a r e a s 1 a r -J e V a ^' 

f H , + a -i r u 1 1 u r e w a s 

M ln ...re. of livelihood and »pl.y»nt. - J - 

grimily nature- hound, and occurrence of -ought - 

j -o -i r i r 1 1 1 1’ lire w a s ad v e r s e 1 y a •(• 1 © <- ■* © d 

,-ecurrxng phenomenon,. Hence agriculture 

. t!ue sources of income and employment., 
and people had no alternative -ou, co. 

The drinking: traditional and natural 

such a, well, tank and stream etc. The availability 

,, ’i *| t / 1 i rn i T. P d 

drinking water from these sources was genera y. ; • . " , 

f r | n these villages.,,' , ■ rK.a 
of erratic and scanty rainfall >" 


facilities* were found "to 


be 


The 
q ui t e 


infrastructural 

underdeveloped,, , 

, . r __ d occupational structure of sample 
•The demo graphic and qclw p« 

households showed that less than half .. the P 

, , ,„ d morP than half of the. population were 

uinr kei'S an U mu i t- „ 

. th . key' source of employment as about 83 per 
Agriculture was . . -V- w . r . engaged in 

, , OP , ,-ent of the total wo.i.-r 

- f- (ill ! an d. ' V I ’ 5..; r h: : - it, r Urr 1 ... „ 1 v 

ilisiire in liaiTiirpur and Allahabad d-ctricts . ^rSygiT 

Most Of the agricultural, workers got, ,01 ■ ' ; ; 


>0 
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days only. Thus agriculture was overcrowded and. could not 
provide substantial employment. The activities other than 


agriculture did not demonstrate encouraging employment 

opportunities. . The migration was a phenomenon found in these 
villages and permanent ' migration was one of the important 


income 


The agricultural economy of Allahabad 
districts with an unequal distribution of land wa 


found tc> be 


not only backward but subsisting in. charater,, 
and extent of irrigated area in the absence of 


pe re mi a I 


o f i r r i g atio n w e r e t h e- basic 


s o u r c e 


agr i cultural backwardness. The economy was .subsisting in 
character because these two districts appeared to be food 


deficit and most of the farmers had to go for distress sale of 


wheat and paddy in order to meet their other essentials and 
obligations. In this respect, the marginal and small farm 
households were much worse off than those owned and cultivated 


large holdings. 

'The analysis of household information ; regarding income, 

r ■■ ■ . . . ■ -y-. -VT TTT'l ;■ t .; aT ..a.-.-,t 

and disabilities showed that there was positive - 

between the income per household or per capita, 
and size of land holdings. Host of the landless, marginal and 
srr ,all farmers- had annual income upto Rs.4000/~. As a result, 

the proportion of total population below the poverty line was 
Aft ner rent, and 34 per cent in Allahabad and Hand r pur districts 


ex pendi t ur e 
relationlship 



saving-income ratio 


Indebtedness was also found to 


of the total 


serious 


m o r e 


households obtained loan in Allahabad and Hamirpur districts 
and that too mainly for unproductive purposes. The incidence 
of indebtedness combined with unproductive use of debt was 


q u i t e h i g h am o n g t h e 1 an d 1 e s 


na r a :i. n a i. 


The erratic nature of rainfall and. recurring phenomenon of 


d r o u g h t a f f e c t e d c u 1 1 i v a t e d a r e a 
and drinking water.. The analysis 


yield production, livestock 


cated that around 12 


cent and 10 per cent of the cultivated area of the normal year 


1981 were lost during the drought year of 1979 in Allahabad and 


with smaller 


Warn i r pur d ist r i c ts res pe c t i ve ly 


The household 


less than those with large holdings. 


h o 1 d i n g 


Moreover 23 per cent and 30 per cent of the total cultivated 


area, could not yield produce in Allahabad and Hamirpur 


Ip general , the households produced 36 

) . ...I'./- - f y 

per cent of. wheat they produced in normal year . In this way. 


pact i ve ly 


around 84 per cent of the total agricultural output could not 


be prodded during drought of 1979. The sale of cattle and loss 
of cattle life were' also noticeable feature of drought. it was 


f ound that cattl e valued around one thousand we re so ld and two 


cat X le pe r house ho 1 d amount Itrg t a Rs . one thousand die d .due to 


drought in 1979. The. households were also forced to : sel l; their 


ale of cattle and assets and loss of cattle life 


were found to be more among the households with smaller si ze of 


The occurrence of drought also trapped the people 


pi o i tat i ve f 01 d of indebtedness. It was noticed 


households'- of Allahabad- and Hami r pur bor rowed 68 per 





cent and 73 per cent of their total borrowed amount -From the 


village Mahajan at exubearant rate of inters 


Dr in k i n g w a t e r 


a v a i 1 a b 1 e A b o u t h a 3, f o f t h e t o t a 1 


households had to travell 1/E Kms. to more than 2 Km 


drinking water,, The various development programmes launched to 


provide relief to the people of these areas benefited only 


per cent of the, households in Allahabad, 49 per cent of the 


h o u s e h o 1 d 


in Hamirpur and 44 per cent of the household 


both district® 


combined,, The i rn portan t p r o g r a m m e w h i c h 


benef i ted 


i n o n e f o r in or o t h e r were t h e 


m '3 nor 


loan for agricultural practice and'- inputs - arid 


animal husbandry. The scheme of dry and farming, the 


suitable for drought-prone area development 


receive a 


much attention as it was expected to have 


All this presents a case of such an ag r i cul tur e.-domi na ted 


soc x o--e cononu c 


economy in 


prone areas 


ot of the people is tied up . with; nature in tbs : /lco,ndit , ibti:/.:p , f 


cal deg radat i on resul t i ng f rom , the, peo j 


t ence 


of: 1 an d and , vya-t er f 6 r 


ome ■ appr o pr i at e : s t rat egy . is required to develop' the 


areas and people, so that the process of development could 
correspond.' to the ecological pattern of relations between man’. 


given 


pace 



cent of their total borrowed amount from the 


village Mahajan at e 


ubearant rate of interest. Drinking water 


also scarcely available. About half of the total 


households had to travel 1 1/2 Krns . to more than 2 Km s 


d r i n k i n. g w a t er. T h e variou 


developmen t p r o g r a rn m e s 1 a u riche d to 


provide relief to the people of these areas benefited only 


per cent of the households in Allahabad, 49 per cent of the 


h o 3, d 


in Hamirpur and 44 per cent of the household 


both districts combined. The important programme which 


benefited people in one form or other were the 


loan for agricultural practice and' inp 


i r r i gat i on 


animal husbandry. The scheme of dry and farming. 


suitable for drought-prone area development, did not receive a<.; 


much attention as it was expected to have 


ATI this presents a case of such an agr i cul tu re -dominated 


economy in the drought-prone areas wherein the socio-economic 


lot of the people is tied up with- nature in the condition pf 


o g :i. c a 1 d e g r ada t i on r e s u. 3, t in g f r om t h e p e o p 1 e 


harness 3. imi ted 


apply; ■ of land and 


or s ubs i 


Hence some- appropriate strategy is required to , devel 
areas arid people, so that the process of development 


correspond ' to the ecological pattern of relations between man 


given space 


- 


